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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Part 468
IOW-FRL-2401-3]

Copper Forming Point Source
Category; Effluent Limitations
Guidelines, Pretreatmerrt Standards,
and New Source Performance
Standards
AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA). ; , -
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This regulation establishes
effluent limitations guidelines and
standards limiting the discharge of
pollutants into navigable waters and
into publicly owned treatment works
(POTW) by existing and new sources
that conduct copper forming operations.
The Clean Water Act and a consent
decree require EPA to issue this
regulation.

This regulation establishes effluent
limitations based on "best practicable
technology" and "best available
technology", new source performance _
standards based on "best demonstrated
technology", and pretreatment
standards for existing and new indirect
dischargers.
DATES: In accordance with 40 CFR
100.01 (45 FR 26048), this regulation shall
be considered issued for purposes of V
judicial review at 1:00 pjn. Eastern time
on August 26,1983. This regulation shall -
become effective September 26,1983. "

The compliance date lor the BAT
regulations is as soon as possible, but in
any event no later than July 1,1984. The
compliance date for new source - r
performance standards (NSPS) and
pretreatment standards for new sources
(PSNS) is the date the new source .;
begins operations. The compliance date
for pretreatment standards for existing
sources (PSES) is three years after date
of publication in the Federal Register.

Under Section 5O9(b)(l) of the Clean
Water Act judicial review of this
regulation can be made only by filing a
petition for review in the United States
Court of Appeals within 90 days after .
the regulation is considered issued for
purposes of judicial review. Under
Section 509(bJ(2) of the Clean Water
Act the requirements in this regulation
may not be challenged latertn civil or
criminal proceedings brought by EPA to
enforce these requirements.

The Record will be available for
public review not later than 65 days
after publication in the Federal Register
in EPA's Public Information Reference -
Unit Room 2404 (Rear) (EPA Library),

4m M Street SW., Washington. D.C...
The EPA public information regulation
(40 CFR Part 2) provides that a . _
reasonable fee may be charged for ;
copying.
ADDRESSES: The basis for this regulation
is detailed in four major documents. See
Supplementary Information (under -
"XTV. Availability of Technical
Information") for a description of each
document Copies of the technical and
economic documents may be obtained
from the National Technical Information
Service, Springfield. Virginia 22161 (703/
487-4600). For additional technical
information, contact Mr. David Pepson,
Effluent Guidelines Divisioa U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, 401 M
Street SW., Washington, D.C. 20460
(Phone (202) 382-7126). For additional
economic information contact Ms. Ann -.'
Watkins, Economic Analysis Staff (WH-
586), U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, 401 M Street SW., Washington.
D.C. 20460 (Phone (202) 382-5387).
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

. Ernst P. Hall <202) 382-7128.
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L Legal Authority

This regulation is being promulgated
under the authority of sections 301,304,
306, 307, and 501 of the Clean Water Act
(the Federal Water Pollution Control Act
Amendments of 1972. 33 USC1251 et
seq., as amended by the Clean Water
Act of 1977, Pub. L.'95-217), also called
"the Act". It is also being promulgated
in response to the Settlement Agreement
in.Afafura/ Resources Defense Council
Inc. v. Train, 8 ERC 2120 (D.D.C. 1976);
modified, 12 ERC 1833 (D.D.C. 1979),
modified by Order dated October 26,
1982. L-
n. Scope of This Rulemaking

This final regulation, which was
proposed on November 12,1982 (47 FR
51278) and corrected on January 14,1983
(48 FR 1769), establishes effluent
limitations guidelines and standards for
existing and new copper forming
facilities. Copper forming consists of the
five basic processes used to form copper
or copper alloys: hot rolling, cold rolling,
extrusion, drawing, and forging. Casting
of copper and copper alloys, even when

•^conducted in conjunction with copper
formingMs not covered by this .. - '
regulation; it is regulated under the
metal molding and casting regulatio'n.
The manufacture of copper powders and
the forming of parts from copper or '
copper alloy powders is to be regulated
under the nonferrous metals forming
regulation.

EPA is promulgating BPT. BAT. new
. source performance standards (NSPS),
and pretreatment standards for existing
and new sources (PSES and PSNS,
respectively) for the copper forming
category.
ITJ. Summary of Legal Background

The Federal Water Pollution Control
Act Amendments of 1972 established a

• comprehensive program to "restore and
maintain the chemical, physical, and
biological integrity of the Nation's
waters". Section 101(a). To implement

. the Act EPA was to issue effluent -
limitations guidelines, pretreatment
standards, and new source performance
standards for industry dischargers.

The Act included a timetable for
issuing these standards. However, EPA
was unable to meet many of the
deadlines and as a result in 1976, it was
sued by several environmental groups.
In settling this lawsuit EPA and the
plaintiffs executed a "Settlement
Agreement" which was approved by the
court This agreement required EPA to
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develop a program and adhere to a
schedule for controlling 65 "priority"
pollutants and classes of pollutants. In •
carrying out this program. EPA must
promulgate BAT effluent limitations
guidelines, pretreatment standards, and
new source performance standards for
21 major industries. See Natural
Resources Defense Council. Inc. v.
Train, 8 ERG 2120 (D.D.C. 19761.
aiodified. 12 ERC 1833 (DJD.C. 1979),
modified by Order dated October 26,
1982. .

Many of the basic elements of the
Settlement Agreement were
incorporated into the Clean Water Act
of 1977. Like the Agreement, the Act
stressed control of toxic pollutants,
including the 65."priority" pollutants. In
addition, to strengthen the toxic control
program. Section 304(e) of the Act
authorizes the-Administrator to
prescribe "best management practices"
(BMPs) to prevent the release of toxic
and hazardous pollutants from plant site
runofC spillage or leaks, sludge or waste
disposal, and drainage- from raw
material storage associated with, or
ancillary to, the manufacturing or
treatment process.

Under the Act the EPA is to set a
number of different kinds of effluent -
limitations. These are discussed in
detail in the preamble to the proposed.
regulation and in the Development
Document They are summarized briefly
below: - - . - . - • " . ;
1. Best Practicable Control Technology

BPT limitations are generally based
on the average of the best existing -
performance by plants of various sizes,
ages, and unit processes within the
industry or subcategory for control of
familiar (i.e. classical) pollutants.

In establishing BPT limitations, we
consider the total cost in relation to the
age of equipment andjacilities involved,
the processes employed, process
changes required, engineering aspects of
the control technologies, and nonwater
quality environmental impacts
(including energy requirements). We
balance the total cost of applying the
technology against the effluent
reduction. ._
2. Best Available Technology (BAT)

BAT limitations, in general, represent
the best existing performance in the
industrial subcategory or category. The
Act establishes BAT as the principal
national means of controlling the direct
discharge of toxic and honconventional
pollutants to navigable waters.

In arriving at BAT, the Agency • •
considers the age of the equipment and.
facilities involved, the process- --:-,. '.;

employed, the engineering aspects of the
control technologies, process changes,
the cost of achieving such effluent
reduction, and nonwater quality
environmental impacts. The Agency
retains considerable discretion, in
assigning the weight to be accorded
these factors.
3. Best Conventional Pollutant Control
Technology (BCT)

The 1977 Amendments to the Clean
Water Act added Section 301{b)(2)(E),
establishing "best conventional
pollutant control technology" (BCT) for
discharge of conventional pollutants
from existing industrial point sources.
Section 304(a)(4) designated the
following as conventional pollutants:
BOD, TSS, fecal colifonn, pH, and any
additional pollutants defined by the
Administrator as conventional. The
Administrator designated oil and grease
"conventional" on July 30; 197S (44 FR
44501). • •_ ..

BCT is not an additional ImutaCion but
replaces BAT for the control of
conventional pollutants, in addition to
other factors specified in Section -
304{b)(4)(B),thfi Act require* that BCT
limitations be assessed in light of a two
part "cost-reasonableness-" test
American Paper Institute v. EPA, 660
F.2d 954 (4th Cir. 1981). The first test
compares the'costfor private, industry to
reduce its conventional pollutants with
the costs to publicly owned treatment ..
works for similar levels of reduction in
their discharge of these pollutants. The
second test examines the cost- .
effectiveness of additional industrial
treatment beyond BPT.EPA must find
that limitations are "reasonable1" under
both tests before establishing them as
BCT. In no case may BCT be less
stringent than BPT. •

EPA published its methodology for
carrying out the BCT analysis on August
29,1979 (44 FR 50732). In the case
mentioned above, the Court of Appeals
ordered EPA to correct data errors
underlying EPA's calculation of the first
test and to apply the second cost test.
(EPA argued that a second cost test was
not required.)

A revised methodology for the general
development of BCT limitations was
proposed on October 29,1982 (47 FR
49176). BCT limits for this industry are
accordingly deferred until promulgation
of the final methodology for BCT
development .
4. New Source Performance Standards

NSPS are based on the best available
demonstrated technology (BDT). New
plants have the opportunity to install the

best and most efficient production
processes and wastewater treatment
technologies.
5. Pretreatment Standards for Existing
Sources (PSESJ

PSES are designed to prevent the
discharge of pollutants that pass
through, interfere with, or are otherwise
incompatible with the operation of
publicly owned treatment works
(POTW). They must be achieved within
three years of promulgation. The Clean
Water Act of 1977 require? pretreatment
for toxic pollutants that pass through the
POTW in amounts that would violate
direct discharger effluent limitations or
interfere with the POTWs treatment
process or chosen sludge disposal
method. The legislative history of the
1977 Act indicates that pretreatment
standards are to be technology-based,
analogous to the best available
technology for removal of toxic
pollutants. EPA has generally
determined that there is pass through of
pollutants 3 the nation-wide average
percentage of pollutants- removed by a
well opera ted POTW achieving../.
secondary treatment is less than, the
percent removed by the BAT model
treatment system-The General
Pretreatment Regulation, which, serves
as the framework for categorical
pretreatmentregnlationa. is found at 40
CFR Part 403. _ " - -;_-..'
6. Pretreatment Standards forNew
Sources (PSNS} - — ••

Like PSES, PSNS are designed to -
prevent the discharge of pollutants
which pass through, interfere with, or
are otherwise incompatible with the —
operation of a POTW. PSNS are to be
issued at the same time as NSPS. New
indirect dischargers, Eke new direct
dischargers, have the opportunity to
incorporate in their plant the best
available demonstrated technolgies. The
Agency considers the same factors in
promulgating PSNS as it considers in •
promulgating PSES.
IV, Methodology and Data Gathering

- Efforts -
The methodology and data gathering

efforts used in developing the proposed
regulations were summarized in the
"Preamble to the Proposed Copper
Forming Point Source Category Effluent
Limitations Guidelines, Pretreatment
Standards, and New Source
Performance Standards" (47 FR 51278.
November 12,1982), and described in
detail in the Development Document for
Effluent Limitations Guidelines and
Standards for the- Copper Forming Point
Source- Category. Since proposal, the
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Agency has gathered some additional
data and performed additional -
statistical and engineering analyses of
new and existing data. These activities
are discussed briefly below and in
substantial detail in the appropriate
sections of the development document
These additional data are in the public
record supporting this rule.

The existing treatment effectiveness
data were reviewed thoroughly
following proposal in order to respond
to comments and assure that all data
were properly considered. As a result of
this review, minor additions and
deletions were made to the Agency's
treatment effectiveness data base.
These changes are documented in the
record along with responses to
comments. Following the changes,
statistical analyses performed prior to
proposal were repeated. Conclusions
reached prior to proposal were
unchanged and little or no effect on the
final limitations occurred as a result of
changes in the data.

EPA also collected discharge
monitoring reports (DMR) for 19 /,
discharges from 15 copper forming
plants from state and regional EPA
offices. Discharge monitoring reports
provide monthly average effluent '
concentrations of copper and some other
metals. These data were not used in the :

actual development of the final '
limitations but were used as a check on
the validity of the treatment '."
effectiveness values estimated by the
Agency. In general the agreement
between EPA estimated values and the
DMR concentrations was good.

EPA conducted an engineering site
visit to a forging plant in order to gather •
information regarding water use for both
baths and rinses of forged parts. In
addition, two plants submitted
production normalized flow data for
pickling and alkaline cleaning rinsing of
forged parts. The Agency relied upon
these data to reevaluate regulatory
flows for these processes when
performed on forged parts.

Additional data were obtained from
plants as to the disposal of wastewater
from drawing operations. We contacted
28 drawing plants to confirm, and if
appropriate, update the information
provided in the Agency's 1978 data
collection requests on their disposal
methods for drawing spent lubricant In
addition, we contacted a number of
states to determine whether they require
disposal of drawing spent lubricants as
hazardous wastes.

Data relating to waste streams for
which flow allowances were not
provided by the proposed regulation
were obtained from industry. These data
consist of production normalized flow

data for tumbling or burnishing, surface
coating, hydrostatic testing, sawing, -••--•
surface milling, and maintenance. . -

Additional data were provided by two
plants to support their individual •
comments on the nature of wastewater
sludges. These data consist of the
results of EP toxicity testing performed
in accordance with federal hazardous
waste regulations {40.CFR 261.24).

Subsequent to proposal, the Agency
revised its analysis of the cost of model
treatment systems used as the basis for
limitations and standards. As a
consequence, estimated costs of
compliance were increased. Section VIII
of the technical development document
and related documents in the record
explain the basic for the revised costs
estimates. . . - - - • • -

EPA received economic surveys, since
proposal from two plants that had not
returned them prior to proposal and
identified one other copper former that
was not in EPA's economic data base
prior to proposal Also, a plant which
was not a copper former has been
excluded from the economic data base.
Thus, EPA's estimated number of copper
formers remains the same: 176.
V. Control Treatment Options and
Technology Basis for Final Regulations
A. Summary of Category

Copper forming is a term used to
describe.five basic operations used to
form copper and copper alloys: hot
rolling, cold rolling, extrusion, drawing,
and forging. In addition to these forming
operations, there are nine surface
cleaning nnri heat treatment processes"
which impart desired surface and "
physical properties to the metal. These
ancillary operations are annealing with
oil, annealing with water, pickling bath
and rinse, pickling fume scrubber,
alkaline bath and rinse, extrusion press
solution heat treatment, and solution
beat treatment In addition, copper
forming facilities may perform tumbling
or burnishing, surface coating,
hydrotesting, surface milling, and
sawing.

The Agency considered a number of
factors to determine whether
subcategorization is needed in the
copper forming category. After
consideration of these factors, the
Agency has determined that the copper
forming category is most appropriately
regulated as a single subcategory.

Raw materials used by copper forming
plants originate in the casting processes
of copper refineries and are commonly
in the form of wire bars, cakes or slabs,
and billets. In some instances they take
the form of rod. wire, or strip obtained
from another copper former. Copper

alloys are frequently employed by the -',-?'
copper forming industry. For the 'J" '-'
purposes of this regulation, copper —— -
alloys include any alloy in which copper ~
is the major constituent Principal alloys
processed by copper formers include
brass, bronze, leaded brass, leaded
brone, nickel silvers, phosphor bronze,
aluminum bronze, silicon bronze,
beryllium copper, and cupronickel.

Wastewater at copper forming plants
is generated from both the formingjmd
ancillaryjDperations. Hot rolling, cold
rolling, and ojawing utilize water, oil-
water emulsions, or soluble oil-water'
mixtures as lubricants to reduce
frictional forces in the metal
deformation process. These waste ." " "_:
streams are termed hot rolling spent ~.
lubricant cold rolling spent lubricant
and drawing spent lubricant,
respectively. After being hot rolled, jqld
rolled, drawn, or. extrudeiL copper ,
pTPducTs can be'co^ieH in awater bath.
Thtrpfaetlce'TB'termed sqluSonTjjat
treatment and is considefeo1 an ancillary
operation. Some extrusion operations
utilize emulsified or soluble oils to
quench extruded parts, particularly
during submerged extrusion press
operations. This waste stream is termed
extrusion solution_beat treatmegt . _ .
Vvastewaler and isTalsdi considered an .
ancillary waste stream. . ""_

The remaining ancillary operations],
use water for cooling, cleaning, and -
rinsing. Annealing operations involve
heating copper or a copper alloy to an
elevated temperature in order to reduce -
stresses within the metal. The annealing
process generally includes a water, oil,
or oil-water quench to cool the annealed
product When the quench is comprised
predominantly of water, the operation is
termed annealing with water whereas,
when the quericFTTpredomlnantly oil. it
is termed annealing with oiL Pickling
baths and rinses are used after forming
operations to remove oxidized metal
from the copper surfaces. These baths
and rinse tanks are periodically batch
dumped or continuously discharged,
resulting in pickling bath and pickling
rinse waste streams. In addition, some
plants use wet scrubbers to control the
release of pickling fumes resulting in a
fume scrubber wastewater stream.
Alkaline cleaning is not widely
practiced. When found, it precedes or
follows annealing and is used to remove
oil, tarnish, and smut from the copper -
surface. It may also precede pickling
operations. Alkaline cleaning baths and
rinses are periodically batch dumped or •
continuously discharged resulting in
wastewater discharges,

A number of other waste streams can
be generated at copper forming
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facilities. Tumbling or burnishing is used
to polish, debur, remove sharp corners,
and generally smooth parts for cosmetic
and functional purposes. Water or oil-
water lubricants are sometimes used to
lubricate and cool the process which
generally is done in vibrating trays or
rotating drums. In addition, water is
used to rinse the finished parts and
clean the abrasive media. Surface
coating involves coating a newly formed
copper sheet in a bath of molten metal
Waste streams associated with this
operation include a flux bath used to
prepare the sheet for coating, emission
scrubbing water generated by
controlling vapors over the flux bath..
and spent abrasive used to finish the
surface of the coated sheet
Hydrotesting operations are used to
check copper parts for surface defects or
subsurface imperfections. Parts are
submerged in a water bath and _
subjected to ultrasonic signals, high
pressure, or air pressure. Such baths are
periodically discharged. Sawing is
performe<|.on-CQDJne.rji.arts to remove
fTgfcrtg'anH Jnr oitfino'tnjiTTp' "Milling U
use3 to remove sunJaceTfregularities. •

- and oxidation from copper and brass r
~ sheet Sjwirigjndjiwlliftioperations use

water soIuble-gilJub_rKaato.to provide
'Cooling and lubrication. Maintenance '
nnorfltj'-mg «nr\\ °« jnnffrinory gcpoJT-

- may generate.ajfanaty-of-waatgwaters,
USUaDy_aS80.r'a*''^ tun+K »Kn_r«»mpng^>-<f

_ production^elajed^o.UsLaijudjJirXsp^that
the"maintenance functions can, be ""

Pollutants found in significant r~~ '-
amounts in copper forming waste
streams include: chromium, copper,
lead, nickel and zinc toxic organics; and
suspended solids, pH. and oil and
grease. In addition, the sludges :"
generated by treatment of these
wastewaters usually contain large
quantities of toxic metals.

There are 176 facilities in the copper
forming category! these facilities employ
a total of 43,000 people. Total production
capacity is approximately 3.5 million
kkg/yr. Within the category, 37 facilities
discharge to navigable wastewaters, 45
facilities discharge to POTWs, and 94 .
plants do not discharge wastewater.
B. Control and Treatment Technologies

Prior to proposal of the copper
..forming regulation. EPA considered a
wide range of control and treatment
options including both in-process
changes and end-of-pipe treatment
These options are discussed in detail in
the preamble to the proposed copper
forming regulation and in the .
development document No major
changes have been made to the •
technology options considered for the

final rule from those considered for the
proposed rule. The control and
treatment technologies used as the basis .
for the final limitations and standards
are described below. • •-' :

In-process controls include a variety
of flow reduction techniques and
process changes such as countercurrent
cascade rinsing, spray rinsing, recycle of
treated lubricants and cooling water,
and recycle of bath and rinse water.

End-of-pipe treatment includes:
Chemical reduction of chromium:
chemical precipitation of metal ions
using hydroxides or carbonates; removal
of precipitated metals by settling; pH
control; oil skimming*, chemical emulsion
breaking: and filtration. These treatment
technologies are described in.detail in
Section VII of the development .
document

The treatment effectiveness of the '"
above treatment technologies has been
evaluated by observing the performance
of these technologies on copper forming
and other similar wastewaters.

The data base for the performance of
hydroxide precipitation—sedimentation
technology is a composite of data drawn
from EPA sampling and analysis of ' '
copper forming, aluminum forming,
battery manufacturing, porcelain .; ._
enameling, and coil coating '- :
wastewaters. These data, collectively-
called the combined metals data base,
report influent and effluent ..'_-.
concentrations for nine pollutants. The
wastewaters are judged to be similar for
treatment in all material respects -
because they contain a range of ;""',
dissolved metals wBuch can be removed
by precipitation and solids removal. . -

We regard the combined metals data
base as the best available measure for.,
establishing the concentrations *\
attainable with hydroxide precipitation
and sedimentation. Our determination is
based on the similarity of the raw
wastewaters as generally determined by
statistical analysis for homogeneity (a
separate study of statistical
homogeneity of these wastewaters is .
part of the record of this rulemaking),.
the larger number of plants used (20

• plants versus four copper forming plants
available), and the larger number of
data points available for each pollutant
The larger quantity of data in the
combined metals data base, as well as a
greater variety of influent
concentrations, enhances the Agency's
ability to estimate long-term
performance and variability through

• statistical analysis.
•The Agency also examined the

performance of lime, settle, and filter
technology based on the performance of
full-scale commercial systems treating -

porcelain enameling and nonferrous
wastewaters. Two copper forming
plants reported that they are using a
filter. Thus this technology is
demonstrated on copper forming
wastewaters. The Agency made the
determination that wastewaters from
porcelain enameling and copper forming
are similar in all material respects based
on engineering considerations and the
analysis of the combined data set for
lime and settle treatment Similarly, the
Agency determined that the wastewater
from one nonferrous metals plant that
uses lime, settle and filter is similar in
all material respects to the raw
wastewaters in the combined metals
data base. Therefore, the performance of
lime, settle, and filter technology can be
applied to copper forming wastewaters.
The combined metals data is discussed
in more detail hi Section IX. Public
Participation and Response to
Comments, hi Section V13 of the
development document and in the
document "A Statistical Analysis of the
Combined Metals Industries Effluent
Data" in the administrative record.

Flow reduction is a significant part of
the overall pollutant reduction

. technology. Because of this the Agency
is promulgating mass-based limitations
and standards which take into account
significant flow reduction thereby
ensuring that adequate pollution control
is achieved. The limitations and
standards established for this category
are mass-based (mass of pollutant
allowed to be discharged per unit of
production) and are derived as the
product of the regulatory flow and the
overall treatment effectiveness. The .
regulatory flows are based on flow data,
normalized to production, supplied by
the industry. .-
C. Technology Basis for Final
Regulations

A brief summary of the technology
basis for the regulation is presented
below. A more detailed summary is
presented in the "Preamble to the
Proposed Copper Forming Point Source
Category Effluent limitations -
Guidelines, Pretreatment Standards, and
New Source Performance Standards" (47
FR 51278 (November 12,1982)) and the
Development Document for Effluent
Limitations Guidelines and Standards
for the Copper Forming Point Source
Category.

BPT: EPA is promulgating BPT mass
limitations based on end-of-pipe
treatment which consists of lime
precipitation and settling, and, where
necessary, preliminary treatment
consisting of chemical emulsion
breaking, oil skimming, and chemical

TC,

•ait- "_
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reduction "of .chromium. The-end-df-pipe
treatment technology basisJor the fiPT
limitations being promulgatedis-the-
same as that for the proposed., -:. •.-
limitations. - .• • . -

In -developing BPT limitations, -the
Agency considered the amount of water
used per unit of production (liters per
metric ton) for^ach wastewater-stpeam.
The .regulatory flow allowances forflPT
remain the same as those proposed with
the exception-of the regulatory flow
allowances for pickling and alkaline
rinse waters foriorged pasts.and
drawing spent lubricant In addition, we
are adding discharge allowances for six
copper forming operations which
generate .small amounts of wastewater.
These flow-allowances are .discussed
briefly below.and in-more-detail in
Section IX of this preamble and in
Section IX of 4he development
document. The limitations presented in
the finalJ3PT-regulation .reflect these
changes. . , . . . . . . -

The 'flow-allowances lor pickling and
alkaline rinse Maters were increased •
over the-proposed allowanceslnihe
case of forged parts. These changes are
made because these partslave cavities
which trap and .carry significant
amounts of .pickling and alkaline ' — • • • • •
cleaning bath'toCthe -rinse'stage."ThIs
added cany-nut requires more rinse _ ';
water to achieveTeguired^product "' .•
cleanlinessfliau ;fhat"required for flat
and simple-shapes of parts. ': /. " •

Two plants -submitted production '
normalized flow aata-whichwe
averaged to obtain the BPT regulatory "
flows for pickling and alkaline cleaning
for forged parts. These flows are 3,918 I/
kkg and 12,6421/kkg.Tespectively.Tbe
technology basis for these flows is
equivalent -to'the technology which
these plants presently employ, spray '
rinsing and recirculationior p'ickfing
rinse and flow normalization.for
alkaline cleaning rinse. Our review .of all
flow data for these operations shows
that these flow allowances represent the
average of the best

The final rule provides a regulatory
flow allowance and discharge
limitations for drawing spent lubricant
At proposal EPA established a zero
discharge flow allowance for drawing
spent lubricant based on the industry
reported practice of contract hauling.
Commenters requested that a flow
allowance be established, as an
alternative to contract hauling, so fhat
drawing spent lubricant could be treated
and discharged. The commenters
asserted, among other things, that zero
discharge for this stream based on
contract hauling'may not provide any
environmental benefit and only requires
copper formers to pay.for a service they

™»n inananyonstances provide for
themselves. The'basis for .their assertion
as that contract haulers merely transfer
the-waste to a waste treatment.faa2ty
or an oil reclaimer who in turn
processes the waste by recovering the
oil component and:discharginglhe water
fraction either with orwithout
.treatment The commenters further point
out-that:the model treatment
technologies used to establish BPT limits
would effectively treat drawing^spent
lubricants. The-oil-*vaier mixture is
separated .by .chemical -emulsion
.breaking. The oil fraction-is then
removed by skimming, while the
jentftlmng wateriraction is discharged .
lo lime and settle-treatment.foritoxic
metals removal. Any remaining
pollutant discharged TwouW be
approximatelythe same as ultimately
discharged .by a reclaimer or-treatment
facffiry. - . . - . - , .

"We-believe that .fhese comments
support a Sow_allo wance and that a
Sischargelimitafion for drawing spent
lubricant is justified for all plants that
actually "treatandjlischarge .this .-stream.
The BPT regulatory.HowTor.3rawing
-spenlJubricantls 85'1/kkg.This How is
baseoV.onthe.average-of all -plants which
reported* (discharge lor their drawing
operation in"EPAV.1S7.8 data gathering
effort TheiregulatorylflowiB based on
recycle "because this in-.process control
was reportedly aS oTthe jjlants. A
further discussion of (he. drawing spent
lubricant flow allowance can be found
TnSectionTX of .thispreamble.Section
DC of the.development .document and in
EPA's response to comment document

"The Agency is.also providing flow
allowances for some waste-streams •
which -were-not .coveredin the proposed
copperiorming regulation. These flow
allowances are .being made in response
to comments that these-wastewater
•streams result from copper forming
processes-and therefore should be given
Tlow allowances to ensure that mass-
based effluent limitations and standards
equitably reflect the amount of water
required by a plant for its •manufacturing
operation. The technology basis for each
of the flows is flow normalization and
the regulatory flows lor each are based •
on plant data-submittedin support of
comments. •

Flow -allowances fair rumbling and
burnishing-and surface coating are
established at 583 l/kkg-and'743 1/kkg,
respective'ly."Hydrotesting, sawing,
surface milling, and maintenance are
covered under a miscellaneous "waste
stream allowance of 21.81/kkg. Since
maintenance covers a -wide range of
operations or functions which are not
and probably can not'be specifically
enumerated in all-cases,-we intend the

miscellaneous allowance toon dmae any
'maintenance relatedTwaStewa tars oat
specifically regulated another specific -
wastewater streams."Thistmisceilanecnts
allowance is applicable lo any ̂ rtant
with any or-all of the four operations.

The pollutants selected for -limitation
a t BPT are: -chromium, -topper, lead,
nickel zinc. oiTand grease, Iota! •
suspended solids (TSS), and pH.These
:are She same pollutants that were
selected for regulation inTheproposed
rule. . "•• .

. Jmplementation of Ihe BPT limitations
will remove .annually an estimated
27.000 kg oTitoxic pollutants (metals and
Quarries-) and W.OOOkgtff conventional
poDntanls ffrom estimated current : '
dischatge) at -a -capital cost above •..; ~..
equipmentinj)lace,.of.S6.4-million and a
lotal annual cost of $8.6 milhon-'The"
Agency estimates that'll of the 37 direct
dischargers presently or would with
minonmodificafions meetJheiPT
timrtations. The Agency has determined
that the-effluent reduction "benefits -'_..,
associated with compliance with BPT .
unntaitiDns justify the costs. ,,

BKT: EPA Is promulgating BAT mass ..
limitations "based on theTJPT-model.end- •
•of-jiipe 'treatment andHowjednctionly
approximately £0percentiof-the BPT.
flow.'The treatmentlechnologyiasis for
the promulgated BSTus the *ame^s that
for the .proposed limitation,. -- - -.9 .̂..̂ ,

In 3evelqpingSAT'limitationSrlhe--!-
Agency-considered the amount of water
used per unit of production (liters per
metric ten) for each wasterwater stream.
The BAT .regulatory "flow allowances —.
reflect -those changes made since -
proposal for BPT as-discussed in'the
preceding section.

In the case of .pickling and alkaline •
deaningjinse allowances:for forged
parts, tthe Agency-considered the option
of countercurrent rinsing at BAT for
additional reduction of the BPT flow.
However, as discussed in the proposed
xule, most exisangplants that perform
forging operations do not have sufficient
space-to install countercurrent rinse

. tanks. Therefore the'BAT regulatory
flow allowances forthese streams are
equivalent lo those provided at BPT. •

The.BPT regulatory How allowance
provided for drawing spent lubricants is
based on extensive recycle.The Agency
has no data available to support flow -
reduction beyond that required at BPT.
Accordingly, the BAT-regulatory flow
allowance for drawing spent lubricant is
equivalent-to-the-BPT regulatory-flow
allowance.-" •

Tumbling -or burnishing, surface '
coating, and miscellaneous •waste ' -
stream allowances -areErased -ou current
reported -industry practice -and -do not '

•••(•
V1,

1
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require in process Dow reduction - .,
controls. These streams have low flows
and will only increase BAT pollutant

'discharges above proposed levels by
less than 2 percent We have no data to
support reduction of these flows and
believe that further flow reduction
would not significantly affect pollutant
removal. Therefore BAT flows are
equivalent to BPT. The limitations
presented in the final BAT regulation
reflect these changes.

The pollutants selected for regulation
'are: chromium, copper, lead, nickel and
zinc. These are the same pollutants that
were selected for regulation in the
proposed rule. Toxic organics are not
regulated at BAT because the oil and
grease limitation at BPT should provide
adequate removal (approximately 97
percent). Similarly, the toxic metals
antimony, arsenic, beryllium, cadmium,
silver, and selenium will be adequately
controlled when the regulated toxic
metals are treated to the levels
achievable by the model treatment
technology. _ •"

Implementation of the BAT limitations
will remove annually an estimated "
31.000 kg of toxic metal and organic .-
pollutants (from estimated current "-. :

discharge] at a capital cost above
equipment in place, of $8.5 million and a
total annual cost of $6.3 million. :

BAT will remove 4,000 kg/yr of toxic
pollutants (metals and organics} ,
incrementally above BPT; the • * . . - • -
incremental investment cost is $0.1
million. Total annual costs for BAT are
less than BPT because the lower flows
allow for smaller equipment and thereby
smaller operating and maintenance
costs. The Agency projects no plant or
line closures as a result of these costs. •
Therefore, the BAT limitations are
economically achievable.

The Agency has decided not to
include filtration as part of the model"
BAT technology. We estimate that 8,000
kg/yr of toxic pollutants will be
discharged after the installation of BPT
treatment technology; the model BAT
treatment technology is estimated to
remove an additional 4,000 kg/yr of
toxic pollutants. The total removal after
BAT is 89 percent of the total current^
discharge. The addition of filtration
would remove approximately 5,000 kg/
yr of toxic pollutants discharged after
BPT or a total removal of 91 percent of
the total current discharge. This
additional removal of 1000 kg per year
achieved by filtration is equal to an
additional removal of approximately 0.1
kg of toxic pollutants per day per
discharger. The incremental costs of

t these effluent reductions are $1.4 million
in capital cost and $1.1 million in total
annuaLcosts for all direct dischargers.

The Agency received four comments on
BAT technology option selection all of
which opposed the inclusion of filtration
as part of the BAT model technology.
Commenters urged the Agency.not to . .
include filtration as the basis for BAT ..
because of the costs and the small . .
incremental pollutant removal. The
Agency believes that given all of these
factors, the costs involved do not
warrant selection of filtration as a part
of the BAT model treatment technology.

NSPS: EPA is promulgating NSPS
based on end-of-pipe treatment which "
consists of lime precipitation, settling,
and filtration, and, where necessary, -• :

preliminary treatment consisting of
chemical emulsion breaking, oil
skimming, and chromium reduction. This
is identical to BAT with the addition of
a polishing filter and is the same as the
end-of-pipe model treatment technology >
proposed. The Agency has determined -
that these technologies are the best -
demonstrated technologies for this
industrial category. : •

In developing NSPS, the Agency
considered the amount of water used - :
per unit of production for each- . - .:•--.
wastewater stream. We have made. - -
three changes to the NSPS flow.-: . . ;•
allowances since proposal; these include
drawing spent lubricant additional flow
allowances, and pickling and alkaline'
cleaning rinse following forged parts.
With the exception of pickling rinse for"
forged parts, .th'e NSPS regulatory flows '
for these streams are the same as those' _
at BPT and BAT discussed in preceding'
sections of this preamble. The pickling
rinse flow allowance for forged parts
has been increased to 1,755 1/kkg for the
reasons presented £-the BPT and BAT
discussions. The technology basis is the
same as proposed, countercurrent
rinsing. The revised flow allowances are

. described in Section DC of this preamble
and in Section XI of the development
document The NSPS presented in the •
final regulation reflect these changes. ••"

Filtration has been retained in the
NSPS model technology because the -
additional cost of filtration will be offset
by the lower treatment costs associated
with smaller waste water flows based
on countercurrent rinsing. As discussed
in proposal," countercurrent rinsing is
included in NSPS because, unlike
existing plants, new plants will be able
to design plants with countercurrent
rinse tanks and will therefore not
encounter space or retrofit difficulties.

The pollutants selected for regulation
are: chromium, copper, lead, nickel, zinc,
oil and grease, TSS, and pH. These are
the same pollutants that were selected
for regulation in the proposed rule.
Specific toxic organics are not being -
regulated because, as discussed under

BAT, the removal of oil and grease to
meet the oil and grease limit will
adequately control the toxic organic
found in copper forming wastewaters.
Similarly, the toxic metals antimony,
arsenic, beryllium, cadmium, silver, and
selenium will be adequately controlled
when the regulated toxic metals are
treated to the levels achievable by the
model treatment technology.

In order to estimate pollutant
removals and costs for new sources, the
Agency developed a "normal" plant A
normal plant is a theoretical plant which
has each of the manufacturing
operations covered by the category and
production that is the average level of
the industry as a whole. Section VIII of
the development document presents in
detail the composition of the copper
forming normal plant A new direct
discharge normal plant having the
industry average annual production
level would generate a raw waste of
1,837 kg per year of toxic metal and
organic pollutants. The NSPS technology
would reduce these pollutant levels to
75 kg per year of these same toxic
pollutants. The total capital investment
cost for a new. normal plant to install
NSPS technology is estimated to be
$1.23 million, compared with investment
costs of $1.18 million to install . .
technology equivalent to BAT. Similar
figures for total annual costs are $1.05
million for NSPS and $1.02 million for
BAT. As NSPS costs are approximately
the same as BAT costs for existing
sources, the new source performance
standards will not pose a barrier to

, PSES: In the copper forming category,
tnTKgency has concluded that the toxic
metals regulated under these standards
(chromium, copper, lead, nickel, and
zinc) pass through the POTW. The
nationwide average percentage of these
'gflme toxic metaisWmoved by a well-
opefaTe'd POTW^eetinj; seconSary
treatmenTrequirementa is qb/Quj jO
percent (ranging from 20 to 70 percent),
whereas the percentage that can. be
removedjay a copper forming direjt
aisch^gerjipprying the beat "available
technology economically^ achievable is
aBciutlKj rpercent TAccordinglyrtbese
p'oTTutants pass through a POTW.

To regulate the toxic metals that pass
through a POTW, EPA is promulgating
PSES based on the application of
technology equivalent to BAT, which
consists of end-of-pipe treatment
comprised of lime precipitation and
settling, flow reduction, and preliminary
treatment where necessary, consisting
of chromium reduction, chemical
emulsion breaking, and oil skimming. In
the proposed rule we stated that if BAT
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was promnlgated wifh filters, then 3PSES
would need to include filtration to
prevent "pass through."" Because this is
not the case, PSES does not induSe
filtration, " •

In addition to pass through of toxic
metals, available information from an
EPA study on POTWs shows that many
of the toxic-organics from copper
facilities will pass through a POTW.
Removal of those .toxic organic
pollutants by well operated POTW
achieving secondary treatment averaged
62 percent -while the oP-skimming
component of the BPT technology basis
achieves removals ranging from:85 to 97
percent. Accordingly, EPA is
promulgating a pretrestmeut Standard
for toxic organics.

At proposal -we stated that 'toxic
organic pollutants -would Deregulated as
total toxic organics 1'ITO) and defined
TTO as 12 specific-compounds •Which
were found at the sampled copper
forming plants-at=coneentrations greater
than the-quanQfJcation'level'o'f'O.Ol ing/
1. Appendix F of this preamble «nd
Section -46&02 ofthe regulation lists
those toxic-organics which -comprise
TTO. The list-of TTO presented on this,
regulation reflects nil The-toxic-organic .
pollutants found at concentraaons I
above the quantification levd at i
sampled plants. However, offaer toxic
organics maylje found in'cpRper ;

forming-wastewBters even'though-they
were not found "in the sampled waste
streams. This :is because "toxicorganic
compounds originate in lubricants and
these compounds-can vary depending
upon the formulation of the lubricant
Many polyarotna&c foydro carbons 'and
organic solvents ran be subslJhJted for
one another to perform the same
function. If subsfitution does occur, the
Agency "believe* that these other-toxic
organics are likely to be adequately
controlled by .the PSES model treatment
technology and that the same -,
pretreatment .-standards on TTO .should
apply. HowEver, -toxicorganicsaiot
covered by'fliis;regulafion SI copper
forming facififiesshould besconsidered
by the control"anSionry on aicase-by-
case basis.

The-analysis of waslewaterslor toxic
.organicsis'Costry-and requires
sophisticated equipment.Therefore the
Agencyas establishing as an alternative
to monitoring forTTO a monitoring
parameter lor oil-and grease- Data
indicate that the :toxic organics«re in
the oil and grease ̂ and by-removal of the
oil and grease, the loxic organics should
also be removed. All comments received
;n response to this issue support the
establishment of the.ahernatrue
monitoring parameter "for oil andgrease.

-in ̂ developing these -standards, "the
amount of watemsedper^init-oT
production is considered for each "waste
stream. The flow allowances - - - ;

established for PSES are the -same as
those established for BAT.

The.pollutants selected for regulation
are: chromium, copper, lead, nickel, zinc,
andTTO. Six toxic meJals. antimony,
arsenic, beryllium, cadmium, silver and
selenium, which are not specifically
regulated wiD-be adequately controlled
when the regulated metals are treated to
thelevels .achievable by the model .
treatment technology,

The. PSES *et forth in this final rule .
are expressed in terms of mass per unit
of -production Tether-than concentration
standards. Regulation en the basis of
concentration isme-l appropriate .
because concentrationiased standards

. dojiot restrict the total quantity uf
pollutants discharged, flow reduction is
a significant part .of the model
technology for pretreatment because it
reduces 'the amount -of -toxic pollutants
introduced into ia POTW, For this
reason, no 'alternative -concentration
standards «re promnlgated for -indirect •
dischargers, -_t_;-̂ ..— -,<.̂ ——---*™-'?~" •>.

"^Tmplementation of thePSES will •
remove-annnaSyanBstimatedlB,700kg j
of toxic metal-anflTirgHnic-poIhitarrts -
[from estimated current discharge) at a
capital cost, -above eniiipmentiin "place,
of $92:million and a "total "annual •cost of
$7^.TnilIion.The Agency believes that
implementBfion of J*SES will not Tesull
in -any plant cloguges^orjob josses — —— *

3 ne Agency ."has considered ihe
deadhneloriCompKance lor PSES Pew .if
any of the .copper forming plants have
installed.and are properly operating the

Additionally, the readjustment of -
internal processing conditions -to
achieve. reduced wastewaterjflows may
require more feme than for only the
installation of end-of-jiipe treatment
equipment Additionally, many plants in
this 'and (Other industries will -be
installing the treatment equipment
suggested .as model technologies for this
regulation -and this may result in delays
in engineering, ordering, installing, .and
operating this equipment For all these
reasons, 'the Agency has decided to set
the RSES •compliance date at three years
afteTpromulgaiJon oTJETsreguIafionl

RSNSfEPA is promulgating PSNS
based onend-of-pipe treatment and LR-
processTXjntrols'equLvalentto that used
as the basis I or.NSPS. The flow
allowances for PSNS are also the same
as those for NSPS. As discussed under
PSES, pass "through -of the regulated
pollutants will occur without adequate

pretreatment and, •feereTore.'~?,f^-r"~7i>£ •"
pretreatment-standards are reqirirei^" :

The pollutants regulated under PSNS -
are chromium, copper, -lead, nickel ainc..
andTTO. Six toxic metals," antimony, '_'
arsenic, beryllium, cadmium, silver and
selenium, which are not specifically
regulated will be adequately controlled
when the regulated metals-are treated to
the levels achievable 'by the model
treatment technology. Monitoring lor ofl
and -grease has been established as an
alternative to .monitoring lor TTO as

.discussed .under PSES. . . . . . " . . .-- '..'.
In order to .estimate costs and

pollutant removals for new sources, the
Agency used !the'"oionnal plant" At
discussed in this preamble Tinder sNSPS.
A new indirect -discharge Jiormal'plant
having ifhe-industry average annual
production level -would.-generate-a raw •
waste of 1̂ 37 kg per .year -of toxic metal
and organic pollutants-The PSNS
technology-would reduce -these pollutant
levels to 75 kg peryearof these same
toxic pollutants. The total capital
in vestment cost for.a mew-normal plant
to install 'PSNS technology [estimated to -
be SL23 million. ̂ -compared svith .
investment costs of $1.18 TnilBon to • - . -
install technology equiyalentloPSES.
Similar figures for total annual costs are
$1.05 million for JSNSand^LC23nillion •
forlRSES. As fSBSico»tB«re . " ".:
approximately the same as PSES costs .
for existing sources, Ihe new-source . .
performance standards -will not pose a
banaerioientry.-" ' - . . - • • - • • • ••• . . •

A. Costs and Economic Impact ' - '
Hhe Agency's -economic impact

assessment -of this .regulation is
presented in the .report entitled
Economic Impact Analysis aj 'Effluent
Standards and 'imitations Jorthe
Copper Farming -Industry. This report
details the investment and annual costs
for the copper .forming category.
Compliance costs are based on
engineering estimates -of capital
requirements for me effluent -control
systems described earlier on ithis
preamble. The report -assesses the .
impact of effluent control costs in terms
of price changes, production changes,
plant closures, employment effects, and
balance of trade effects. Theimpadsfor
each of the regulatory model treatment
technologies are discussed in the report

The •economic analysis also -reflects
other industry -comments, additional
informaTion provided since proposal
and the use-of current information on •
financial and economic characteristics
of the Hndustry. Since proposal,
compliance -costs nave been revised as
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discussed in Section DC of this preamble
and in Section VIE of the development
document. As a consequence, estimated
costs of compliance have increased.

Since proposal, economic surveys
were received from two additional
plants. Data from these plants have
been added to our data base and
incorporated into our economic analysis,

EPA has identified 178 plants in the
copper farming category that are
covered by this regulation. Of these 176
plants, 37 are direct dischargers and 45
are indirect dischargers. The remaining
94 plants do not discharge wastewater.
Total investment fqr_ combined BAT^fld
PSES Is"esrMated toljrsiSJ million
withTanhual costs"of $14.6 milling
including dphrecJaQon-fl"<l,l"tPr'*St

Th'ese costs are expressed in 1982
dollars as are all the following costs.

No plant closures or job losses are
projected as a result of compliance costs
for this regulation. If all costs were
passed on to consumers, price increases
would be less than one percent The
above costs reflect EPA's estimate of
required monitoring, i.e., 12 days per
month for large plants and one day per"
month for small plants. If all plants are
required either by their control authority
or their permit writer to monitor, at least
10 days per month, then total annual •
costs would increase by 0.8 million, from
$14.0 million to $14.8 million. No "' - ; '
closures or unemployment effects are ;
projected to result from this level of ~
monitoring; the average increase in the .'
cost of production would be negligible.- ~
Our analysis shows that changes in '
price due to changes in cost would be
very small because of the demand and
supply elasticities for copper forming
products. No measurable balance-of-
trade effect is expected from this
regulation due to the insignificance of
the estimated change in the price of •
copper forming products, and due to the
absence of projected plant closures. EPA
has determined this regulation is
economically achievable.

The methodology for the economic
analysis is the same as that used at
proposal It is detailed in Chapter El of
the Economic Impact Analysis. Using
revised compliance costs and financial
information for each plant, we
performed a capital availability analysis
and plant closures analysis.

The capital availability analysis uses
a capital budgeting approach. Given the
profitability of the plant and the cost of
pollution control, if the plant has a
positive cash flow after investment it
can afford the pollution control.
Implicitly, then, that plant can obtain
financing for the pollution control
investment In the plant closure
analysis, plants are assumed to close if ;

the expected discounted cash return of
the plant less the investment costs of
the pollution control equipment is less
than the salvage value of the plant. The
results of the closure analysis were
extrapolated to include all 82 copper
forming plants that discharge
wastewater. '

BPT: the BPT regulation is expected to
affect all 37 direct discharging plants.
BPT for these 37 plants is projected at
S6.4 million in investment costs and $6.6
million in annual costs (including
depreciation and interest). These costs
are the engineering compliance cost
estimates presented earlier in the
preamble and are conservative because
they are based on the assumption that
all plants not presently in compliance
will install BPT technology without flow '
reduction, even in cases where it may be
less expensive to reduce flows prior to
end-of-pipe treatment According to the
analysis of economic impact no plant
closures or job losses are associated •
with the BPT treatment option. If all
costs were passed on to consumers,
price increases would be 0.2 percent

We believe facilities will choose the
most economical means of compliance
with BPT and, if going directly to BAT is

-less expensive, will choose to install
BAT technology with flow reduction.
The reduced BAT regulatory flows allow

' installation of smaller treatment systems
with less capital expenditures and
annual cost These" costs are projected to
be $5.8 million in investment costs and
$6.1 million in annual costs (including
depredation and interest). Again, no
plant closures or job losses are
projected. If all costs were passed on to
consumers, price increases- would be 0.2
percent The Agency has determined
that the effluent reduction benefits

-associated with compliance with BPT
justify the costs.- " " '

BAT: Compliance costs and resulting
economic impacts for BAT are based on
going from existing treatment to
installing BAT. All 37 direct dischargers
will be affected by the BAT limitations.
These 37 plants would share investment
costs estimated at $6.5 million and total •
annual costs of $6.3 million, including
depreciation and interest The Agency
believes that this option will not result .
in any plant closures or job losses. If all
costs were passed on to consumers,
price increases would be 0.2 percent
Therefore, the Agency believes that
compliance with BAT will be
economically achievable.

PSES: All 45jndirect dischargers will
incur costs to

.
/
/
; regulaSbn. " . _
4 Investment coats ,p{ $9̂ .2 million an
\yinual cos_t3jaL$7.7 million, including

j: ^depredlition andinterest The Agency

believes that this option will not result
in any closures on job losses. If all costs
were passed on to consumers, price,
increases would be 0.7 percent,
Therefore, the Agency believes that
compliance with PSES will be
economically achievable.

NSPS-PSNS: The copper forming
category is a very mature industry and
has not grown rapidly during the last
decade. This trend is expected to
continue. The copper forming category is
also very sensitive to the behavior of the
U.S. economy. The demand for copper
products has declined during the current
recession during which all copper
forming major end-use markets have
been depressed, including construction,
transportation, and electrical and
electronic products. According to EPA's
analysis, this is a temporary condition
and the demand for copper formed
products will recover. The baseline
supply and demand forecasts are based
upon empirical models developed over
the 1960 to 1979 historical period. While
growth in the demand for copper formed
products is projected during the next
decade, it is expected to be met through
expanded capacity at domestic plants
and from overseas operations. During
the next decade, some existing plants
may be modified or replaced and some
new plants may be built The total -
number of copper forming plants in the
U.S. are projected to be the same.

The Agency has estimated that the per
plant costs associated with NSPS and
PSNS will be approximately equal to
those for BAT and PSES as previously
discussed in Section V. BAT and PSES
are based on technology consisting of
flow reduction, lime and settle, and,
where necessary, preliminary treatment
with chromium reduction, chemical
emulsion breaking, and oil skimming.
NSPS adds filtration and greater flow
reduction achieved by countercurrent

- rinsing of the pickling rinse stream. The
. Agency believes that the additional

costs of filtration for NSPS will be offset
by the lower treatment costs associated
with smaller wastewater flows using
countercurrent rinsing. Therefore, new
sources, regardless of whether they
result from major modifications of
existing facilities or are constructed as
greenfield sites, will have costs
approximately equivalent to the costs
existing sources will incur in achieving

x BAT and PSES. The Agency believes
! - that neither NSPS nor PSNS will deter

entry into copper forming. The Agency
• requested but received no comment on

. the conclusions that costs for PSNS and
NSPS are approximately equal to BAT

. and PSES costs and that greenfield and
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major modification plants will
similar costs. ..^..'r.icr-i'-''•.••••-'^~ -•-••- i"~ ̂
B. Executive Order 12291 .'~ "' ~^"

Executive Order 12291 "requires EPA ."
and other agencies to perform regulatory
impacts analyses of major regulations.
Major rules are those which impose a
cost on the economy of $100 million a _
year or more or have certain other .
economic impacts. This regulation is not
a major rule because its annualized cost
of $14.0 million is less than $100 million
and it meets none of the other criteria -
specified in Section I paragraph (b) of
the Executive Order. The economic
impact analysis prepared for this
proposed rulemaking meets the
requirements for non-major rules.
C. Regulatory Flexibility Analysis . '

Pub. L 96-354 requires EPA to prepare
an Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis
for all proposed regulations that have a
significant impact on a substantial
number of small entities. This analysis
may be done in conjunction with or as a
part of any other analysis conducted by
the Agency. The economic impact •
analysis described above indicates that
there will not be a significant impact on
any segment of the regulated population,.
large or small. Therefore, a formal '
regulatory flexibility analysis is not
required. .
D. SEA Loans . -

The Agency is continuing to
encourage copper formers to use Small
Business Administration (SBA)
financing as needed for pollution control
equipment The three basic programs
are: (1) The Guaranteed Pollution
Control Bond Program. (2) the Section
503 Program, and (3) the Regular .'
Guarantee Program. All the SBA loan
programs are only open to businesses
that have: (a) Net assets less than $6
million, (b) an average annual after-tax
income of less than S2 million, and (c)
fewer than 250 employees. The
estimated economic impacts for this
category do not include consideration of
financing available through these
programs.

The Section 503 Program, as amended
in July 1980, allows long-term loans to
small and medium sized businesses.
These loans are made by SBA approved
local development companies. For the
first time, these companies are
authorized to issue Govemment-backed_
debentures that are bought by the
Federal Financing Bank, an arm of the
U.S. Treasury. . • ~

Through SBA's Regular Guarantee
Program, loans are made available by
commercial banks and are guaranteed

"by the SBA. This program has interest* ;;.
rates equivalent to market rates. ~.-J;.-. ,1

For additional information on the •
Regular Guarantee and Section 503 .- j _.
Programs contact your district or local
SBA Office. The coordinator at EPA
headquarters is Ms. Frances Desselle
who may be reached at (202) 382-5373.
For further information and specifics on
the Guaranteed Pollution Control Bond
Program contact- U.S. Small Business
Administration, Office of Pollution
Control Financing, 4040 North Fairfax.
Drive. Rosslyn, Virginia 22203 (703) 235-
2902. . , . -" . . . - . . , : - . : . , . - - • • - ' .
VIL Nonwater Quality Environmental
Impacts

Eliminating or reducing one form of
pollution may cause other
environmental problems. Sections 304(b).
and 306 of the Act require EPA to

. consider the nonwater quality - .
environmental impacts (including energy
requirements) of certain regulations. In •
compliance with.these provisions, we
considered the effect of this regulation
on air pollution, solid waste generation,
water scarcity. and~energy consumption.
This regulation was circulated to and
reviewed by EPA personnel responsible
for nonwater quality programs. While it

; is difficult to balance pollution problems
against each other and against energy -
use, we believe that this, regulation will
best serve often competing national

. goals. •;- ' . • ,. . -. :
The following nonwater quality

' environmental impacts (including energy
requirements) are associated with the
final regulation. The Administrator has
determined that the impacts identified
below are justified by the benefits -
associated with compliance with the
limitations and standards.
A. Air Pollution

Imposition of BPT, BAT, NSPS, PSES,
and PSNS will not create any
substantial air pollution problems
because the wastewater treatment
technologies required to meet these
limitations and standards do not cause
air pollution.
B. Solid Waste.

EPA estimates that copper forming
facilities generated 39,000 metric tons of
solid wastes (wet basis) in 1978 as a
result of wastewater treatment in place.
These wastes were comprised of
treatment system sludges containing
toxic metals, including chromium,
copper, lead, nickel, and zinc; and oil
removed during oil skimming and
chemical emulsion breaking that
contains toxic organics.

EPA estimates that BPT will
contribute an additional 13,000 metric

.tons per year of solid wastes over.that
which is currently being genera ted "by
the copper forming industry. BAT ai
PSES will increase these wastes by
approximately 11,000 metric tons per
year beyond BPT levels. These sludges
will necessarily contain additional :;

quantities (and concentrations) of toxic
metal pollutants. The normal plant was
used to estimate the sludge generated at
NSPS and PSNS and we estimate that
NSPS and PSNS will generate 10 percent
more sludge over BAT and PSES. The
final rule provides a flo'w allowance for
drawing spent lubricant in contrast to
the proposed rule which was based on :.
contract hauling of this'wasteweter
stream. The decrease in the total ^
amount of sludge generatedTrom this
change will not be significant ' . ; - ' .

The Agency examined the solid .'' .
wastes that would be generated at
copper forming plants by the suggested
treatment technologies and believes
they are not hazardous under Section -
3001 of the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA). This judgment is
made based on the recommended
technology of lime precipitation. By the
addition of a small excess of lime during
treatment similar sludges, specifically'
toxic metal bearing sludges, generated
by other industries such as the iron and
steel industry passed the EP toxicity
test See 40 CFR 261.24 (45 FR 33084
(May 19,1980)). Thus, the Agency _•: . . .
believes that the copper forming -
wastewater sludges will similarly not be
found hazardous if the recommended •
technology is applied. Since the copper
forming solid wastes are not believed to
be hazardous, no estimates were made
of costs for disposing of hazardous
wastes in accordance with RCRA
requirements. -.

Although it is the Age'ncy's view that
solid wastes generated as a result of
these guidelines are not expected to be
classified as hazardous under the
regulations implementing Subtitle C of
the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act generators of these
wastes must test the waste to determine
if the wastes meet any of the
characteristics of hazardous waste. See
40 CFR 262.11 (45 FR 12732-12733
(February 26.1980)). The Agency may
also b'st these sludges as hazardous
pursuant to 40 CFR 261.11 (45 FR 33121
(May 19,1980), as amended at 45 FR
76624 (November 19.1980)).

If these wastes are identified as
hazardous, they will come within the
scope of RCRA's "cradle to grave"
hazardous waste management program,
requiring regulation from the point of
generation to point of final disposition.
EPA'»generator standards would
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require generators of hazardous copper
forming wastes to meet containerization,
labeling, recordkeeping, and reporting
requirements. In addition, if copper
formers dispose of hazardous wastes
off-site, they would have to prepare a
manifest which would track the
movement of the wastes from the
generator's premises to a permitted off-
site treatment storage, or disposal
facility. See 40 CFR 262.20 (45 FR 33142
(May 19,1980)}. The transporter
regulations require transporters of
hazardous wastes to comply with the
manifest system to assure that the
wastes are delivered to a permitted
facility. See 40 CFR 263.20 (45 FR 33151
(May 19,1980)], as amended at 45 FR
86973 (December 31. I960)). Finally,
RCRA regulations establish standards
for hazardous waste treatment, storage,
and disposal facilities allowed to
receive such wastes. See 40 CFR Part
464 (46 FR 2802 (January 12,1981), 47 FR
32274 (July 28,1982)).

Wastes which are not hazardous must
be disposed of in a manner that will not
violate the open dumping prohibition of
4005 of RCRA. See 44 FR 53438
(September 13,1979). The Agency has
calculated as part of the costs for .
wastewater treatment the cost of . ,
hauling and disposing of these wastes in
accordance with these requirements. For
more details, see Section VXD of the "v'!_
technical development document ^....
C. Consumptive WaterLoss , •'-''• '~~-

Treatment and control technologies
that require extensive recycling and ;
reuse of water may require cooling
mechanisms. Evaporative cooling
mechanisms can cause water loss and
contribute to water scarcity problems—
a primary concern in arid and semi-arid
regions. While this regulation assumes
water reuse, the quantity of water
involved is not regionally significant
We conclude that the pollution
reduction benefits of recycle
technologies outweigh their impact on
consumptive water loss.
D. Energy Requirements

EPA estimates that the achievement
of BAT effluent limitations will result in-
a net increase of electrical energy
consumption of approximately 0.6
million kilowatt-hours per year. To
achieve the BAT effluent limitations, a
typical direct discharger will increase
total energy consumption by less than 1
percent of the energy consumed for
production purposes. NSPS will not
significantly add to total energy
consumption since new source ~
equipment and pumps will be smaller •
and therefore use less energy due to the
decreased flows resulting from-flow

reduction. A normal plant was used to
estimate the energy requirements for a
new source. A new source wastewater
treatment system will add 122,000
kilowatt-hours per year to the total
industry energy requirements.

The agency estimates that PSES will
result in a net increase in electrical
energy consumption of approximately
0.5 million kilowatt-hours per year. To
achieve PSES, an indirect discharger
will increase energy consumption by
less than 2 percent of the energy
consumed for production purposes.
PSNS, like NSPS, will not significantly
add to total energy consumption based
on a normal plant calculation.
Vm. Pollutants Not Regulated

The Settlement Agreement in NRDC
v. Train, supra contains provisions
authorizing the exclusion from
regulation in certain instances of toxic
pollutants and industry subcategories.
These provisions have been rewritten in
a Revised Settlement Agreement which
was approved by the District Court for
the District of Columbia on March 9,
1979. See NRDC v.'Costle, 12 ERG 1833
(DD.C. 1979). Because the Agency is
regulating the copper forming industry
as a single category, no subcategories
are excluded from regulation. Data

- supporting exclusion of the pollutants . . , .
identified below are presented in ..,
Sections V and Ktrf the development
document ~~ ' "- • ; ":-.".V; . _ ,'"

The Agency has deleted the following
three pollutants from the toxic pollutant
list Dichlorqfluoromethane (50) and
trichlorofluoromethane (49), 46 FR 79692
(January 8.1981); andfcis. . . - - • • -
-(chloromethyl)ether (17), 46.FR 10723
(February 4,1981). . ' - - - -

Paragraph 8(a)(iii) of the Revised
Settlement Agreement allows the
Administrator to exclude from
regulation toxic pollutants not
detectable by Section 304(h) analytical
methods or other state-of-the-art
methods. The toxic pollutants not
detected and, therefore, excluded from
regulation are listed in Appendix B to
this preamble.

Paragraph 8(a)(iii) also allows the
-Administrator to exclude from •
regulation toxic pollutants detected in
amounts too small to be effectively
reduced by technologies known to the
Administrator. Appendix C to this
preamble lists the toxic pollutants which
were detected in the effluent in amounts

. at or below the nominal limit of
analytical quantification, which are1 too
small to be effectively reduced and
which, therefore, are excluded from
regulation. ••'

Paragraph 8(a)(iii) also allows the
Administrator to exclude from ':

regulation toxic pollutants which will be
effectively controlled by the
technologies used as the basis for other
effluent limitations guidelines, standards
of performance, or pretreatment
standards. Appendix D list those toxic
pollutants which will be effectively
controlled by the other limitations or
standards being promulgated even
though they are not specifically
regulated.

Paragraph 8(a)(iii] also allows the
Administrator to exclude from
regulation toxic pollutants detectable in
the effluent from only a small number of
sources within the subcategory because
they are uniquely related to those
sources. Appendix E to this notice lists
for the toxic pollutant which was
detected in the effluents of only one
plant is uniquely related to that plant
and is not related to the manufacturing
processes under study.
DC Public Participation and Response to
Major Comments

Industry and government groups have
participated during the development of
these effluent guidelines and standards.
Following the publication of the
proposed rule on November 12,1982 in
the Federal Register, we provided the
development document and the "
economic impact analysis supporting the
proposed rule to industry, government
agencies, and the public sector. On
January 14,1983, corrections to the
proposed rule were published in the
Federal Register and the comment
period was extended until February 14.
1983. A permit writers workshop was
held on the copper forming rulemaking
in Boston, Massachusetts on January 4,
1983. On January 10,1983 in

. Washington, D.C., a public hearing was
held on the proposed pretreatment
standards at which one person
presented testimony. Twenty-two
commenters submitted a total of
approximately 125 individual comments
on the proposed regulation.

All comments received have been
carefully considered, and appropriate
changes in the regulation have been -
made whenever available data and
information supported those changes.
Major issues raised by the comments
are addressed in this section of the
preamble. A summary of all comments
received and our detailed responses to
these comments is included in a
document entitled Response to Public

• Comments, Proposed Copper Forming
Effluent Limitations and Standards
which has been placed in the public

' record for this regulation.
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The following is a discussion of the
Agency's responses to the principal • ;.
comments. . •' - - - - .

1. Combined Metals Data Base
(CMDB). The Agency received several
comments on the copper forming
proposal relating to the use of the CMDB
to determine treatment effectiveness for
lime and settle treatment. Comments on
the CMDB also were submitted on other
proposed regulations. The Agency has
considered all the comments submitted
on the copper forming proposal and
comments on other proposals that are
relevant to copper forming. Summaries
of specific comments submitted on
copper forming proposaLaud the
Agency's responses are set forth below.
Other comments and responses on the
CMDB can be found in the Response to
Public Comments, Proposed Copper •
Forming Effluent Limitations and
Standards. -. .-.

a. Comment: One commenter
complained about the small size of the
data base and the statistical methods
used in analysing it Specifically, the'
commenter stated that the data base
was too limited to reflect the
effectiveness of lime and settle
treatment and that variability was ill-
defined by the available data and
asserted that the statistical methods
were too complicated. • .. .

Response: The CMDB includes 162
data points from 20 plants in five
industrial categories with similar
wastewaters. All plants in the data base
have the recommended end-of-pipe
treatment technology. Four of the plants
in the data base are copper forming
plants. These data were evaluated and
analyzed to establish comparability of
wastewater characteristics across
categories and establish effluent
limitations on the basis of data that
represent good operation of the
recommended technology. The use of
comparable data from several categories
enhances the estimates of treatment
effectiveness and variability over those
that would be obtained from data from
any one category alone. The statistical
methods used to assess homogeneity
among the categories in the CMDB and
to determine limitations are appropriate
and are well known to statisticians.

The methods used to analyze
homogeneity are known generally as
analysis of variance. Effluent limitations
were determined by fitting the data to a
lognormal distribution and using
estimation techniques that possess
desirable statistical properties. These
methods are described in detail in the
document entitled A Statistical Analysis
of the Combined Metals Industries
Effluent Data which includes

appropriate references to statistical
texts, journal articles and monographs.

The Agency confirmed that copper
forming plants were achieving results
that were consistent with the values
determined from the CMDB by
examining discharge monitoring reports
[DMR) from 19 discharge points in 15
copper forming plants. Although
reported in summary forms (usually as
monthly averages), DMR data can be -
used to construct annual average
effluent concentration values.

The DMR's provided sufficient data to
construct 42 annual average values for
copper fivm the 19 discharge points.
From one to four annual averages from
each discharge point were available;
most supplied three annual averages.
These 42 averages were compared to the
copper mean of 0.58 mg/1 calculated"
from the CMDB.

Thirty-three of these 42 copper
averages were less than the CMDB long-
term average of 0.58 mg/1. All of the
available annual averages for 11 of the •
discharge points were lower than the
CMDB long-term average. The remaining
eight discharge points had annual
averages lower than the CMDB average
in some years: of the eight discharge
points, seven had only one year in
which the annual average was. greater
than the CMDB average and the other
discharge point reported-two of four
annual averages only slightly greater
than the CMDB average. .

In a similar manner, we compared
DMR data on four other regulated
pollutants and found that the annual
averages are generally smaller than the
values estimated from the CMDB for
chromium, nickel, zinc, and TSS. This'
supports the use of the CMDB as the
basis for treatment effectiveness of lime
and settle technology in the copper
forming category, • > .

b. Comment: One commenter
recommended that EPA use the
electroplating (metal finishing) data
base to establish limitations and
standards.

Response: The Agency at one time
considered including electroplating data
in the CMDB, however, statistical
analysis indicated that these data were
not homogeneous with other metals
industries data including copper forming
data. Therefore, electroplating data
were removed from the CMDB.
Consistent with this analysis, the use of
these data alone is not an appropriate
means of determining lime and settle
treatment effectiveness for the copper
forming category.

C. Comment- Another commenter
criticized the inclusion of certain data
points in the CMDB because they did

not meet the Agency's pH criteria. Other •
effluent data points were criticized '•-
because the corresponding influent to
treatment concentration was lower than
the treated effluent • '-"' ~ -

Response: The Agency carefully
reexamined the specific data points
identified in comments as being '
incorrectly included in the combined
metals data base. Of the four copper
forming plants in the combined metals
data base, four data days show a pH
below 7.0. In eliminating data from use
in the data base, EPA used a pH editing '

' rule which generally excludes data in
cases where the pH is below 7.0 for
extended periods of time (Le., over two
hours). The rationale for this rule was
that low pH over a long period of time -,
often indicates improper functioning of
the treatment system. The time periods
of low pH for the points in question
cannot be determined from existing
data; however, because large amounts
of metals were removed and low
effluent concentrations were being
achieved, the pH at the point of ." .
precipitation necessarily had to be well .'.
above pH 7.0. The reason for the effluent
pH falling below 7.0 cannot be .; - :
determined from the available data, but
it is presumed to be a pH rebound. This '-
phenomenon is ofter encountered where
a slow reacting acidic material ix '..'.,' '...'.'.'.
neutralized or reacts late in the '", J • f -t ~
treatment cycle. The Agency believes

, that the data in question are
representative of a time and settle
treatment process which is being
operated in an acceptable manner.
Accordingly, the data have been
retained in the CMDB. ' "

The commenter states that two
effluent data points should have~been
excluded because the corresponding
influent concentration was lower. In the
case of one of the points, the commenter
apparently made an error since the
influent concentration listed by the
commenter as 0.0 mg/1 was listed as 60.0 .
mg/1 in both the development document
and the statistical analysis report This
data point is, accordingly, properly
included With regard to the second
point, the effluent value for copper
referred to by the commenter is larger
than the influent value recorded on the
same day. There was, however, no
indication of treatment malfunction
and/or mislabelling of the sample. The
value was left in the data base because
such values can occur in the course of
normal operation. Deletion of the copper
effluent value referred to by the
commenter would result in b more
stringent limitation for copper which the
Agency does not believe would
appropriately reflect treatment of
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copper. Other comments on the CMDB
raised the issue of the use of effluent
measurements that were larger than '
influent measurements taken on the
same day. In general where there was
no indication of treatment malfunction
and/or mislabelling of the sample the
values were retained in the data base.

d. Comment: One commenter "
questioned the achievability of specific
metal concentrations considering the
spread of minimum solubilities for
different metals at a range of pH values.

Response: The treatment effectiveness
values derived from the CMDB are
based on observed performance of
treatment systems rather than
theoretical calculations. Use of
theoretical solubility of pollutants alone
is not appropriate for determining actual
treatment effectiveness. We believe that
the actual performance data in the
CMDB reflect these Theoretical
considerations. - . . ' . . _

2. CommenkThe Agency received 13
comments criticizing the zero discharge
allowance for drawing spent lubricant
All of these commenters requested that
the Agency provide a flow allowance as
an alternative to zero discharge, so that
plants could treat their waste using lime
and settle technology. ' '..'~...' - . •

Response: As discussed in Section V
of this preamble, the Agency is
promulgating a flow allowance for the
drawing spent lubricant operation. For a
detailed discussion on this and our . .
response see the Agency's Response to
Comments Document • . "", ! _ • ' • . . '".',

3. Comment: Several commenters -
objected to the use of filtration in the
model technology used as a basis for
BAT and PSES. They stated that the
addition of filtration to the treatment
train would not substantially reduce the
metals content of the effluent and that
the cost of filtration is not justified by
the additional pollutant removal it
provides. • ; :. ..
- Response: The Agency is not
promulgating BAT and PSES based on
model treatment technology including
filtration for the reasons stated earlier in
Section V of this preamble.

4. Comment- Two commenters assert
that the proposed pickling and alkaline
cleaning rinse allowances were
inadequate for forged parts. They stated
that these regulatory flows are almost
entirely based on data from other
forming operations and that these other
operations do not accurately reflect the
amount of water needed for adequate . .
rinsing of forged parts. The basis for
their assertions is that forged parts are

. often small with intricate shapes. As a
result these parts have cavities and
other configurational peculiarities that
trap and carry significant amounts of the

pickling and alkaline cleaning bath
water to the rinse stage. To offset the
additional "drag-out" and thereby .
maintain the same degree of product
cleanliness for forged parts as with
other formed products, plants need to
use and discharge greater quantities of
rinse water.

Response: The Agency agrees with the •
commenters that rinsing of forged parts
requires a greater amount of water and
is promulgating larger flow allowances
for pickling and alkaline cleaning rinse. . -
See Section V of this preamble for j
additional discussion.

5. Comment: The Agency received •
seven comments from four commenters
criticizing the use of mass-based
limitations and standards. The
commenters stated that (a) mass-based
controls could require disclosure of
confidential information; (b) they are not
enforceable by a POTW because - -
production data are needed: (c) they
cannot be reconciled with
concentration-based limitation* and"
standards under the combined waste
stream formula: and (d) concentration
only standards rather than mass-based
standards are adequate because plants
are forbidden to use dilution to comply '
with the concentration-based standards.

Response: The Agency is
promulgating mass-based Limitations
and standards because flow reduction is
an integral part-of the treatment . " ;
technology which must be included to - -
reduce the quantity of pollutants -•-""-
discharged to the required level In :~~ •"
developing the copper forming "
regulation, the Agency examined the ''•'
sources and amounts of water used in
the various manufacruring"operations. -
EPA found that for alljprotess - ' '.-
"pera'tidSs a sl^Ificaht number of
plants used more water tnan'th'e process
required. aiicTrurQier, ffiaTlor a number -
of-proce~Jses, water was being recycled
by many plants in the category.
Accordingly, flow reduction was

"f *h"_
treatment technology for copper

fdrmlng. Mass-based limitations are
necessary for this category to
aaiquately control the total discharge of
pollutants. With respect to specific
comments above:

(a) A company may have to provide
the POTW production information that
it may wish to have considered
confidential. Such information is
generally reported in a manner not
readily usable by competing companies.
More importantly, this information is
necessary to calculate the individual
discharge Emits and to determine
compliance with the regulation.

(b) The standards are independently
enforceable. Pretreatment standards are'

calculated using the average rate of
production for each operation. See 40
CFR 403.12(bK3). The average rate of
production should represent a
reasonable measure of actual facility
production.

(c) The combined waste j^tream^
formula as described in the General
Pretreatment Standards (40 CFR Part
403) provides for the calculation of
limitations for combined streams for
both mass-based and concentration-
based standards.

If an integrated plant is required to
comply with a categorical pretreatment
standard expressed only in mass-based
limits and another categorical
pretreatment standard expressed only in
concentration-based limits, a mass-
based limit should be applied to the
combined flow. To accomplish this
under the formula, the concentration
limit may be converted to a mass limit
by multiplying the concentration limit by
the average or other appropriate flow of
the regulated stream to which the limit
applies.

(d) Mass-based standards incorporate
technology which reduces the amount of
process wastewater discharged from
certain manufacturing operations. While
plants are forbidden to use dilution to
comply with pretreatment standards, the
mass-based standards are intended to
further ensure that the Agency'a .
standards are met.; - - -..-.- <f;r- --• ~.
- 6. Comment Four commenters .

responded to the Agency's request for
comments on whether copper farming
wastewater treatment sludges are •
hazardous as defined under RGRA. One
commenter expressed agreement with
EPA that these wastes are not
hazardous. One commenter estimated -
that 50 percent of these sludges would
be hazardous with respect to the EP
Toxicity Test outlined in the federal
hazardous waste regulations. • -
• Response: The Agency contacted the
commenter who asserted that copper
forming wastewater treatment sludges
would be hazardous and requested that
this commenter submit data supporting
this assertion. The commenter submitted
information pertaining to the toxicity of
sludges from four plants; only one of
which was shown to be hazardous with
respect to the RCRA EP Toxicity Test
outlined at 40 CFR Part 281. This sludge
was generated by a plant processing
leaded brass. Of the remaining three
plants, the sludges from one are
considered hazardous by the state,
while sludges from the other two plants
are not presently considered hazardous.

In regard to the leaded brass facility,
the Agency contacted the commenter by
telephone in order to inquire whether
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excess of lime was employed in the
chemical precipitation unit The plant •
has been operating its treatment without
excess lime in order to avoid exceeding
the states' pH limitation of 9-0. The
copper forming regulation establishes a
higher pH limit for discharged waters.
Should the permitting authority refuse to
accept the higher pH waters, the copper
former could add acid to reduce the pH
before discharge at a substantially x
smaller cost than the added cost of
disposal of the sludge as a hazardous
material Therefore, the hazardous,
nature of this sludge is a site-specific
problem. The Agency does not believe il
is necessary to cost leaded brass
sludges or any copper forming sludges
as hazardous.

a. Comment Two comments were that
these sludges would not be hazardous
under RCRA. but would be considered
hazardous by the states.

Hesponse: The Agency is aware that
some states have more stringent solid
waste disposal laws than required by
EPA and therefore, copper forming
wastewater treatment sludges may be
considered hazardous by these states
even though they would not be
considered hazardous under RCRA. The
cost to dispose of such sludges as
hazardous is a state-specific cost and is
not a cost associated with this federal
r e g u l a t i o n - . . . . . . . . . . . . .

b. Comment One commenter asserted
that the classification of copper forming
treatment sludges as nonhazardous is in
conflict with EPA's classification of
battery and coil coating sludges as
hazardous. Sludges from these
categories should have the same
classification because the Agency, in
using data from all these categories in
the CMDB, has claimed that these
wastewaters are similar in all material
respects. ^

Response: The commenter'* statement
that the nonhazardous classification of
copper forming wastes is in conflict with
other categories is an error. EPA points
out that with the exception of a small
segment of plants in the coil coating
category (aluminum coil coating) and
mercury containing battery wastewater
sludges, sludges from these categories .
have also been determined to be non-
hazardous.

7. Comment: Copper and Brass
Fabricator's Council (CBFC) asserted
that EPA did not provide flow -
allowances for all copper forming
operations which generated wastewater.
The specific operations described are
hydrotesting. sawing, surface milling
surface coating, rumbling or burnishing,
and maintenance.

Response: The Agency contacted all
companies identified by CBFC as having

data on these operations. After review -
of the data and information submitted, /
we agree with the comment that flow -;-
allowances should be established for the.
above operations. See BPT section of the ~
preamble for a further discussion. The
final regulation provides regulatory
flows for these operations based on the
data submitted in support of their
comment While the addition of these
flow allowances is justified, this change
has little impact on the overall
regulation;' in that total pollutant
discharges after BAT are only increased
by less than 2 percent

, .8. Comment Copper and Brass \
/ Fabricator's Council (CBFC] criticized

the Agency's estimate of compliance
costs. They stated that the costs are not

. well founded and are based on limits
data. Further, they asserted that the .
costs are underestimated. As an
example, one of its members spent S2
million on a system comparable to PSES
model technology while the Agency's
estimated compliance costs for all
indirect dischargers is $84) million for
capital costs and $5.3 million for annual
costs. .-" *

Response: Since proposal the Agency
expanded the number of plants costed
from 16 to 31. We believe the number of
plants is whole!y adequate as a base for
estimating compliance costs. BPT capital
costs have increased from S2.4 to $8.4
primarily because ~we modified our
engineering approach for estimating the
additional wastewater treatment
technology that a plant would need to
comply with the regulation. At proposal,
we adjusted costs for equipment in
place and for specific process operating
conditions which lowered overall
treatment costs for a particular plant,
but may not have been applicable to all
plants in the category. Final compliance
costs reflect adjustments made for
equipment in place and so JBPT costs
estimates ae higher than they were at
proposal BAT and PSES costs did not
increase as much from proposal ($0.3 for1

BAT and $1-2 million for PSES) because •
the site specific changes made at BPT
were not used for BAT and PSES.

Annual costs for BPT. BAT and PSES -.
are higher because the revised costs
include operating and maintenance
costs for equipment-in-place and not
only costs for additional treatment as do
the proposed annual costs. Annual costs
have increased by $5.6 million for BPT.
4.3 for BAT, and $2.4 million for PSES.
For a detailed discussion of the
Agency's estimate of compliance costs
see Section B of the development
document

We interpret CBFCs second comment
to mean that since one plant incurred
costs of S2-0 million, the total cost for all

indirect dischargers should be SZX) T:!;̂  ''
million multiplied by all indirect; -r - '•'•&
dischargers. Thin method of estimating "'
compliance costs does-not accurately .
reflect costs of compliance of this -: . *
regulation because it does not take
existing treatment in-place into account
when the Agency considers capital costs

"associated with additional treatment
equipment which must be installed to
meet this regulation. The total costs of -
PSES is $9.2 million which we believe
fairly represents the capital cost .
attributable to this regulation.
X. Best Management Practices

Section S04{eJ of the Clean Water Act
gives the Administrator authority to -
prescribe "best management practices?-- .
(BMP). EPA is not promulgating BMP -;

specific to copper forming. " '
XL Upset and Bypass Provisions ~~
. A recurring issue of concern has been
wbether industry guidelines should
include provisions authorizing
noncompliance with effluent limitations
during periods of "upset" or "bypass,"
An upset sometimes called an ~
"excursion," is an •unintentional
noncompliance occurring for reasons

. beyond the reasonable control of the.
, permittee. It has been argued that an .

upset provision in EPA's effluent • ' ...
. limitations is necessary because such.'_'

upsets "will inevitably occur even in .' '
properly operated control equipment
Because technology-based limitations '
require only what technology.can
achieve, it is claimed that liability for
such situations is improper. When
.confronted with this issue, courts have
disagreed on whether an explicit upset
or excursion exemption is necessary, or -
whether upset or excursion incidents -
may be handled through exercise of
EPA's enforcement discretion. Compare
Marathon Oil Co. v. EPA, 564 F.2d 1253
(9th Cir. 1977) with Weyerhaeuser v.
Costle, supra, and Com Refiners
Association. et. aL v. Costle, No. 78-1069
(8th CiL. April 2,1979). See also
American Petroleum Institute v. EPA,'
540 F.2d 1023 (10th Cir. 1976); CPC -
International, Inc. v. Train. 540 F-2d 1320
(8th Cir. 1S76); FMC Corp. v. Train, 539
F.2d 973 (4th Cir. 1876).

An upset is an unintentional episode
during which effluent limits are . •. -. -
exceeded; a bypass, however, is an act ~~
of intentional noncomph'ance during

. which waste treatment facilities are
circumvented in emergency situations.
We have, in the past included bypass
provisions in NPDES permits.

We determined that both upset and
bypass provisions should be included in
NPDES permits and have promulgated



Federal Register /• Vol. 48. No. 158 / Monday. August 15. 1983 / Rules and Regulations 38955

permit regulations that include upset
and bypass permit provisions (see 40 " ̂
CFR 122.41,45 FR14186 (April 1,1983)).
The upset provision establishes an upset
as an affirmative defense to prosecution
for violation of technology-based
effluent limitations. The bypass
provision authorizes bypassing to
prevent loss of life, personal injury, or
severe property damage. Consequently,
although permittees in the copper
forming industry will be entitled to upset
and bypass provisions in NPDES
permits, this final regulation does not
address these issues!
XEL Variances and Modifications

Upon the promulgation of this
regulation, the appropriate effluent
limitations must be applied in all
Federal and State NPDES permits
thereafter issued to direct dischargers in
the copper forming industry. In addition,
on promulgation, the pretreatment
limitations are directly applicable to any
indirect dischargers. . . - • - •

For the BPT effluent limitations, the
only exception to the binding limitation*
is EPA's "fundamentally different •

' factors" variance. See£. I.duPont
deNemours & Co. v. Tram, 430 U.S. 112 _
(1977); Weyerhaueser Co. v. Costle, •
supra. This variance recognizes factors -.
concerning a particular discharger that"
are fundamentally different from the -;

factors considered jn this rulemaking. ' -
Although this variance clause was set
forth in EPA's 1973 to 1978 industry :
regulations, it is now included in the .
NPDES regulations and will not be
included in the copper forming or other
industry regulations. See the NPDES
regulations at 40 CFR Part 125, Sub-
part D. •-'•' '-—•--

The BAT limitations in this regulation
are also subject to EPA's
"fundamentally different factors"
variance. In addition. BAT limitations
for nonconventional pollutants are
subject to modifications under Sections
301(c) and 301(g) of the Act; however,.
we are not regulating any
nonconventional pollutants for the
copper forming category. ' - . - . .

Pretreatment standards for existing •
sources are subject to the
"fundamentally different factors"
variance and credits for pollutants
removed by POTW. (See 40 CFR 403.7, -
403.13.) Pretreatment standards for new
sources are subject only to the credits
provision in 40 CFR 403.7. NSPS are not
subject to EPA's "fundamentally
different factors" variance or any
statutory or regulatory modifications.
See £. /. duPont DeNemours & Co. v. _
Train, supra.

. Implementation of Limitations and
Standards ._ . . . . . . . _ . . -
A. Relationship to NPDES Permits

The BPT and BAT limitations and
NSPS in this regulation will be applied •
to individual copper forming plants
through NPDES permits issued by EPA
or approved state agencies, under
Section 402 of the Act As discussed in
the preceding section of this preamble,
these limitations must be applied in all
Federal and State NPDES permits
except tp the extent that variances and
modifications are'expressly authorized.
Other aspects of the interaction between
these limitations and NPDES permits are
discussed below.

One issue that warrants consideration
is the effect of this regulation on the -
powers of NPDES permit-issuing
authorities. The promulgation of this
regulation does not restrict the power of
any permitting authority to act in any
manner consistent with law or these or
any other EPA regulations, guidelines, or
policy. For example, even if this
regulation does not control a particular
pollutant the permit issuer may still
limit such pollutant on a case-by-case
basis when limitations are necessary to
carry out the purposes of the Act In
addition, to the extent that state water
quality standards or other provisions of
State or Federal law require limitation ,
of pollutants not-covered by this
regulation (or require more stringent - -
limitations on covered pollutants),'such
limitations must be applied by the _
permit-issuing authority.".'.'.: .. ~.

A second topic that warrants "
discussion is the operation of EPA's
NPDES enforcement program, many
aspects of which were considered in
developing this regulation. We
emphasize that although the Clean
Water Act is a strict liability statute, the
initiation of enforcement proceedings by
EPA is discretionary. We have exercised
and intend to exercise that discretion in
a manner that recognizes and promotes
good-faith compliance efforts.
B. Indirect Dischargers • "" :

For indirect dischargers, PSES and
PSNS are implemented under National
Pretreatment Program procedures
outlined in 40 CFR 403,The table below
may be of assistance in resolving
questions about the operation of that
program. A brief explanation of some of
the submissions indicated on the table
follows:

A "request for category
determination" is a written request
submitted by an indirect discharger or
its POTW, for a determination of which
categorical pretreatment standard
applies to the indirect discharger. This-?

assists the indirect'discharger in
knowing which PSES or PSNS limits it
will be required to meet See 40 CFR
403.6{a).

.. A "request for fundamentally different
factors variance" is a mechanism by
which a categorical pretreatment
standard may be adjusted on a case-by-
case basis, making it more or less
stringent If an indirect discharger, a
POTW, or any interested person
believes that factors relating to a
specific indirect discharger are
fundamentally different from those
factors considered during development
of the relevant categorical pretreatment
standard and that the existence of those
factors justifies a different discharge
limit from that specified in the
categorical standard, then they may
submit a request to EPA for such a
variance. See 40 CFR 403.13.

A "baseline monitoring report" is the
first report an indirect discharger must
file following promulgation of an
applicable standard. The baseline report
includes: an identification of the indirect
discharger a description of its
operations: a report on the flows of
regulated streams and the-results of
sampling analyses to determine levels of
regulated pollutants in those streams; a
statement of the discharger's
compliance or noncomptiance with the
standard; and a description of any
additional steps required to achieve
compliance. See 40 CFR 403.12(b).

A "report on compliance" is required
of each indirect discharger within 90
days following the date for compliance
with an applicable categorical
pretreatment standard. The report must
indicate the concentration of all
regulated pollutants in the facility's
regulated process wastestreams; the
average and maximum daily flows of the
regulated streams; and a statement of
whether compliance is consistently
being achieved, and if not, what
additional operation and maintenance
and/or pretreatment is necessary to
achieve compliance. See 40 CFR
403.12(d).

A "periodic compliance report" is a
report on continuing compliance with all
applicable categorical pretreatment
standards. It is submitted twice per year
(June and December) by indirect
dischargers subject to the standards.
The report shall provide the
concentrations of the regulated
pollutants in its discharge to the POTW;
the average and maximum daily flow
rates of the facility, the methods used by
the indirect discharger to sample and
analyze the data, and a certification that
these methods conform to the methods
outlined in the regulations. See 40 CFR
403.12(e). " -; - . - .
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INDIRECT DISCHARGERS SCHEDULE FOR SUBMTTTAL AND COMPLIANCE
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XTV. Availability of Technical _ . - . . . . _ • . -;
InfonnatioD " _ ..... : • . - • , ; • • -_" ."

The basis for this regulation is. .',_' _""
detailed in four major documents. -
Analytical methods are discussed In
"Sampling and Analysis Procedures for
Screening of Industrial Effluents lor
Priority Pollutants." EPA's technical ~". "•
conclusions are Metalled in ' . . .
"Development Document for "Effluent
Guidelines, New Source Performance
Standards and Pretreatment Standards
for the Copper Forming Point Source
Category." The Agency's economic
analysis is presented in "Economic
Impact Analysis of Effluent Limitations
and Standards for the Copper Forming
Industry." A summary of the public
comments received on the proposed
regulation is presented in a report
"Responses to Public Comments.
Proposed Copper Forming Pffliumt
Limitations Guidelines and Standards."
which is a part of the public record for
this regulation. Copies of the technical
and economic documents may be
obtained from the National Technical
Information Service, Springfield. ,
Virginia 22181, (703J 487-4600.
Additional information concerning the
economic impact analysis may be
obtained from Ms. Ann Walking,
Economic Analysis Staff (WH-588), U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency. 401 M
Street SW, Washington. D.C. 2O460 or
by calling (202) 382-5387. Technical
information may be obtained by writing
to David Pepsoo, Effluent Guidelines
Division (WH-652). US. Environmental

Protection Agency, 401 M Street SW.,
Washington, D.C. 20460 or by calling -
'(202)382-7128..: '- '-• : -r^v* - -- - '

-This regula DOT "wa* Tubmitted to the
Office of Management and Budget for -
reView as -required "by Executive Order

'
: This rrde does not contain any

.information collection requirements
subject to OMB review under the
Paperwork Redaction Act of 1980, 44

XV - . , ' v - v : . . " - - . .: ..'"."" -
list t»f Subjects m 40 CFR Part 468

Copper forming. Water pollution .. •-.
control. Waste treatment and disposal

Dated: August 4.1983. ' •- ' '
Wffliiim D. Rudwlshatis,
Administrator. - • • •

XVL Appendices _ ^
Appendix A — Abbreviations, Acronym*. «nd
Other Term* Uaed in this Notice

Act— The dean Water Act
Agency— The U.S. Environmental

Protection Agericy. - • ' • • - • -
BAT— The be«t nvaflable technology

economically «cbie*able under Section
304(bX2)(B)ofmeAct
'-. BCT—:rbe best conventional pollutant
control technology under Section 304{b}(4) of
the Act. . .

BMPf — Best management pracucei under
Section 304{eJ of the Act

fl/T-^The be»t pradicaWe control
technology currently available under Section
304fb)fl) o f <b» Ac t • • • • • • • - :

Clean Water Act— The Federal Water
PaUntion Control Act Amendment* of 1972

(33 U-S.C.12S1 eL *e<j.). aj amended by the J: •;•?£
Clean Water Act of Ifl77 (Pub. L. «5-a7t .

Direct discharger—A facility which ' ~'~^
dischargei or may diach&rge pollutant* into
water* of the United States.

Indirect discharger—A facility which
discharges or may discharge pollutants into a
publicly owned treatment workj.

NPDESpermit—A National PoDufant
Discharge Elimination System permit issued
under Section 402 of the Act

ffSPS—New .source performance standards
under Section 306 of the Act . ..

POTW—Publicly owned treatment works.
PSES—Pretreatment standards for existing

sources of indirect discharge* tinder Section
307(b) of the Act.

PSNS Pretreannent standards lor new ;
sources of indirect discharges under Section
307 (b) and (c) of the Act
' RCRA—Resource Conservation and " - -;

Recovery Act (Pnb.L.M-580) of 1978. •_.- -
Amendments Jo Sobd Waste 0i«po»*l Act -
Appendix B—Toxic foButants Excluded - ^
From Regulation Bacaiva They Wen Not ~'
Detected in Copper Focmuxg Wastewatar * '

Hie foltowing one hundred (100) pollutants
are being excluded tinder Paragraph 8(a)(ui) -
because they were not detected in the
effluent of sampled copper .forming facilities:.
1. acenaphtheoe ._v . - _ . . . - - . ' . .
2. acrolein •. -_.-i':~\- . . . • • . ^ ...
3. .acryJonitrfle-':'—-".>>' '" ' - " ".'."'""
5. benadene •'-"~r~:':.- . ' v-':~":I_^i
6. carbon tetrachlcride - '"'•^~;..* ''''";

7. chlorobemene• ;;"-^r — ~ -',-''—^ ^^.->^-*
g. XZ4-trichiorobeirzEne; "
9. hexachloiobenzBae :•• ':"
10. 2-2-dichloroctk«ne - >•-
12. LexBchloroethane . .
13. 1.1-dichlaroethane --, -
14. L12-trichloroethane ;_'•
15. nJU-tetrachloroettana .

,16. chloroemane ' ~ : '
16. bis(2-chloroetbyij emer
18. 2-chloroetbyl vinyl ether
20. 2K^iloTtmaphthalene
ZL 2.4.6-trichJorophenol
22. parachlorometa cresol
24. 2-chk»rophenol "I"
25. 1,2-dichJorobenzene
28. L3-dichlorobenzene
27.1.4-dicUorobenzene
28. 3,3'Hiichloro'bexiQxune
28. LlKiichloroethylens
30. U2-tran»-dichloioethylene
31. 2.4-dichloropheaol
32. 1^2-dichloropropane
33. 1.3-dicUoropropylens
34. 2.4-dimelbylphenrf
35. Z4-dinitrotohieDe
37. U-diphenylhydnunne
39. fluorauthens
40. 4-chlorophenyl phenyl ether
41. 4-bromophenvl phenyl ether
42. bi»(2-chWoi»opropyl) ether
43. bis(2-choroethoxyj methane
45. methyl chloride
46. methyl bromide . . . ' - " - " . ' .
47. bromoform '.'"*.-. ""
4&. dicUorobromomethane
51* tJilomriihrfmtngrmmAnft • •
52. hexachlorobvtadiaM -
53. bexBc±dorocyclop«rtadJene

'-•3*



Federal Register / Vol. 48. No. 158 / Monday. August 15. 1983 / Rules and .Regulations 36957

54. Uophorooe —^-- - -.-..,_-
56. nitrobenzene • •_. ; -. . 4' '
57. 2-oitroohenol -vr . . .-;•
58- 4-oitrophenol - . .. _..
59. 2.4-dinitrophenol
80. 4.6-dinitro-o-cresol
61. N-nitrosodimethylamine" •"'
63. N-nitrosodi-ii-propylamine
64. pentachlorophenol
65. pbenol - -- -
66. bis(2-elhylhexyl) phthaiate
67. butyi benzyl phthaiate
68. di-n-butyi phthaiate
69. di-n-octyl phthaiate
70. die thy I phthaiate
71. dimethyl phthaiate
72. benzo(a)anthracene . -
73. benzo(a)pyrene
74. 3.4-benzofiuoranthene •-_
75.' benzo(k)Duoranthane
76. chrysene •
77. acenaphthylene "~"." "
79. benzo(ghi)peryiene
80. flnorene
82. dibenzo(aJi)anthracene
83. indeno(X2J-c.d)pvrene
44. pyrene
85. tetrachloroethylene
88. ~vinyl chloride ~
88-aldrin .. . .——---.
90. dieldrin - - - _- •.. _
Si. chlorodane '" - - -
92. 4.4'-DDT
93. 4.4'-ODE
94. 4.4'-DDD
95.- alpha-endosoifan —• -•__—

.96. beta-endoanlfan " "
97. endosulfan sulfate .•-•_--- --•-„• -
98. endrin • - -• - -•• ̂ -U^"
99.- endrin aldehyde - -:--r- •---.- v.
100. heptachlor • *—"• ~ - —-

--.101. heptachlorepoxide .•_-._. L. --̂ .. - . ^
102. alpha-BHC,- ' - • - - • . .-
103. beta-BHC ...--. -^.-i .......
104. gamma-BHC --—-——- ————--
IDS. delta-BHC - ' . - - -
106. PCB-1242(a)
107. PCB-1254{aj
108. PCB-1221(a)
109. PCB-1232(b) " " :
lia PCB-1248(b) :

111. PCB-1260(b}
112. PCB-1016(b) •—— — —";..•-•---•
113. toxaphene '-"• - - - - - - - -
116. asbestos ~~' ." ."• ' ' ~ J

179 2.3J.8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin
Appendix C—Pollutants Present in Amounts
Too SmaB To Be Treated Using Technology
Known to the Administrator '

The following three (3) pollutants are being
excluded under Paragraph B(a)(ui) because
they are present in amounts too small to be
effectively reduced by technologies known to
the Administrator. --
123. mercury
127. thallium
Appendix D—Toxic Pollutants Controlled But
Not Specifically Regulated

Toxic pollutants controlled but not
specifically regulated at BPT, NSPS. PSES
andPSNS. '
114. ennmooy .
115. arsenic -----

. 118. beryUrma . - --.,-• r

119. cadmium
125. selenium
126. silver

Toxic pollutant* controlled but not •
specifically regulated at BPT, BAT and NSPS.
4. benzene - --<; - *t~:n:*?*: -:, -,-<:.^7

11. 1,1.1-trichloroethane • ---•-,. -- --..-
23. chloroform ....-- '.
36. 2, 6-dinitrotoluene
38. ethylbenzene • - • • • : '_-"".
44. methylene chloride • ~--~-'~ ~.'~->-"-.'- ' "-:
55. naphthalene ."• .-rr
62. N-nitrosodiphenylamine . . , - . . . -
78. anthracene • " . . . . _ , _ . _.-.. , . -m
81. phenanthrene
86." toluene •
87. trichloroethytene " ^" -" •' ; . • •""'
Appendix E—Toxic Pollutants Detected in
the Effluents of Only One Plant Uniquely -
Related to That Plant and Not Related to the
Manufacturing Proceas Under Study
121. cyanide ' - ' • • • ""• -~~ j '-->; i " .;.'.-.-

Appendix F—list of Toxic Organics • :". - -
Comprising Total Toxic Organics (TTO): • -.,-_

These are the twelve (12) pollutants that
comprise total toxic organics, or TTO: ..: '
4. benzene ' ' '- -' ;'̂ " •'•-.--•?.

11. 5.1.1-trichloroethane -•' •"- • '--""v.
23. chloroform _ Tll'.J.- " , ' _ . ' .. • '
36. 2,6-dinitrotoluene ' .; .;, _-- -;

• 38. ethylbenzene. J.- -_-. ._,. .-.--.:"... ;-..,~- .J
44. methylene chloride ._ :^--.
55. naphthalene-tr ' _ ' " ~ 1 ' . 'r '
62. N-nitrosodiphenylajnine • "
78. anthracene-^".- •-.->•• -- --:~>ir ' r.•-
81. phenandirene •••;-- —.-"•_—,- to-^ .• '-__--^
86. toluene "" ./ ~-.--.-yj
87. trichloroethylefie ."..""" • .-'

-. A new Part 468 is added in 40 CFR to^
read as follows: ._. • c -, • -.-*'—^~ ,-r '̂

PART 46»—COPPER FORMING POINT
SOURCE CATEGORY - .^

General Provisions ^ ..:' '.'•"£'••+-''
468JJ1 Applicability.. * •'.•-'•-'
468UJ2 Specialized definitions. ..
468.03 Mooitoring-and reporting

requirements.'- • - - - - - - - •-.-•_•-.
468JM Compliance date for PSES.

Authority: Sees. 30L 304 (b). (c). (e). and
(g). 306 (b) and (c). 307 (b) and (c). and 501 of
the dean Water Act (the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972.
as amended by the dean Water Act of 1977)
the "Act"): 33 U.S.C 1311.1314 (b). (c). {e).
and (g). 1316 fb) and (c), 1317 (b) and (c). and
1361; 88 Stat 818, Pub. L 92-600; 91 Slat 1567.
Pub. L. 95-217.

General Provisions ...... " " ' . . - "
J46&01 Applicability.' - • -'"
• The provisions of this subpart are
applicable to discharges resulting from
the manufacture of formed copper and
copper alloy products. The forming
operations covered are hot rolling, cold
rolling, drawing, extrusion, and forging.
The casting of copper and copper alloys
is not controlled by this part (See 40

.CFR 451.)
§ 46&02 Specialized definition*. ..

r In addition to the definitions set forth
in 40 CFR Part 401 and the chemical
analysis methods in 40 CFR Part 136. the
following definitions apply to fhls part

(a) The term "alkaline cleaning bath"
shall mean a bath consisting of an
alkaline cleaning solution through which
a workpiece is processed. '.*':•

•:./"(b) The term "alkaline cleaning rinse"
shall mean a rinse following an alkaline
cleaning bath through which a
workpiece is processed. A rinse ''•':
consisting of a series of rinse tanks is
considered as a single rinse.: -" -

X(c) The term "ancillary operation""
shall mean any operation associated
with a primary forming operation. These
ancillary operations include surface and

. heat treatment hythTrtestingl'sawing.
and surface coating. " . v^'

• (d)-The term "annealing with^oiT shall
mean the use of oil to quench a

"workpiece as it passes from an .- •_ "
' " ' " -

Subpart A—Copper .Forming Subcategory •;
468.10 Applicability, description of the •' " t

copper forming subcategory.
468.11 Effluent Umitan'ons representing the'

degree of effluent reduction attainable by" *
the application of the best practicable
control technology currently available
(BPT). .- —. • . . •:

468.12 Effluent limitations representing the
degree of effluent reduction attainable by
the application of the best available controH
technology economically achievable (BAT).',

468.1 J New source performance standards A
(NSPS). I

468.14 Pretreatment standards for existing t
sources (PSES). - j

468.15 Pretreatment standards for new ]
sources (PSNS). i

468.18 Effluent limitations representing the
: degree of effluent reduction attainable by
the application of the best conventional

.. pollution control technology (BCT).
(Reserved! . _*

(e] The.term "annealing with water" |
shall mean the use of a water spray or
bath, of which watetvis^the major" •
constituent to quench a>rarkpiece as itj
passes from an/annealing funtace-

The term "cold rolling" shall mean
the process of rolling a workpiece below
the recrystallization temperature of the
copper or_cqrpBf_

term "drawing" shall mean
pulling the workpiece through a die or <
succession of dies to reduce the \
diameter or alter its shaoe^ —————— .'
' (hj The term "extrusion" shall mean

thTapplication of pressure to a copper •
workpiece, forcing the copper to flow t
through a die orifice. •

" \l] 1 heTeTni "extrusion beat
treatment" shall mean the spray
application of water to a workpiece
immediately following extrusions for the
purpose of heat treatment



36958 Federal Register /-VoL v48."No.' 158 -/.'Monday. August" 15,' 1983V Rules 'and Regulations-~-

(j)^Theterm "heat treatment" shallr ^ „
mean the application or removal of heat
to a workpiece to change the physical ".1
properties of the metal -"'." __

~Tk)'thTterm "pickling baTh" snail
mean any chemical bath (other than
alkaline cleaning) through which a
workpiece is processed.

(1) The term "pickling fume scrubber"
shall mean the process of using an air
pollution control device to remove
participates and fumes from air above a
pickling bath by entraining the . ._
pollutants i n water. . . . .

(m) The term "pickling rinse" shall
mean a rinse, other than an alkaline
cleaning rinse, through which a
workpiece is processed. A rinse
consisting of a series of rinse tanks is
considered^ A

' (njTSe term "off-kilogram (off- 1
; pound]" shall mean the mass or copper
; of copper alloy removed from a forming
• or ancillary operation at the end of a

process cycle for transfer to a different
i machinejJEjrjp.ce.3S'

(oj The term "rolling" shall mean the
reduction in the thickness or diameter of
a workpiece by passing it between
rollers. _.

consisting of a series of rinse tanks is'."".
considered as a single rinse. ''"',[.' ' ' \

(u) The term "tumbling or burnishing"
shall mean the process of polishing,
deburring, removing sharp comers, and
generally smoothing parts for both
cosmetic and functional purposes, as
well as the process of washing the
finished parts and cleaning the abrasion
media.

(v) The term "surface coating" shall
mean the process of coating a copper ~
workpiece as well as the associated ..
Jffrfar-fi fi"'«h"»g and flattening.****™ ,̂,,

(w) The term "miscellaneous waste .
stream" shall mean the following
additional -waste streams related to
forming copper hydrotesting. sawing,

-^surface milling, and maintenance. __-.

term "solution heat treatment***
shall mean the process introducing a ,<_ •
workpiece into a quelSctrbath for- the ^ „-

i purpose of beat treatmenjjojlpwing"<'<- -.-JL
I rolling. ojawJDgp.rf*tr"si"T'' - —— «'

tgSSispentitftitlcant" shall
meafi water or an oil- water mixture
which is used in forming operations to
reduce friction, heat and wear and
ultimately discharged.

(TTO)" shall mean the sum of the
masses or concentrations of each of the
following toxic organic compounds
which is found at a concentration
greater than 0.010 mg/1. .- .
benzene • - '
1.1,1-trichloroethane
chloroform
2,6-dicitrotoluene
ethylbenzene . .
methylene chloride
napthalene
N-nitroBodiphenylamine
anthracene
phenanthrene
toluene
trichloroetbylene

(s) The term "alkaline cleaning rinse
for forged parts" shall mean a rinse
following an alkaline cleaning bath
through which a forged part is
processed- A rinse consisting of a series
of rinse tanks is considered as a single
rinse.

(t) The term "pickling rinse for forged
parts" shall mean a rinse, other than an
alkaline cleaning rinse, through which
forged parts are processed. A rinse '

§ 468.03 Monitoring and reporting ^ . .
requirements.1 •'-•-:"--' • - • • • • : - ' -- --- -"."••-

The following special monitoring _
requirements apply to all facilities . -
controlled by ihis regulation. - .

(a) The "monthly^verage" regulatory
values shall be the basis for the monthly
average discharge in direct discharge '
permits and for pretreatment standards!
Compliance with the monthly discharge
limit is required regardless of the : --..
number of samples analyzed and - - - -
averaged. .' *~~" . • ; -'.'

(b) As an alternate monitoring
.procedure for TTO, indirect dischargers
may monitor for oil and grease and meet
the alternate monitoring standards for
oil and grease established for PSES and

• PSNS. Any indirect discharger meeting
the alternate monitoring oil and grease
standards shall be considered to meet
the TTO standard.
{466.04 Compliance date for PSES.

The compliance date for pretreatment
standards for existing sources is August
15. 1986.1

1468,11. Effluent limitations representing
the degree of effluent reduction attainable
by the application of the best practicable -
control technology currently available ' •"
(BPT). -.=- ••-.; v- -

Except as provided in 40 CFR Part
125.30-32, any existing point source
subject to this subpart must achieve the
following effluent limitations
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the application;
of the best practicable control . ;
technology currently available: * '7~

-(a) Subpart A—Hot Rolling-Spent^-f
Lubricant BPT Effluent Limitations. -.' '

§468.10 Applicability; description of the
copper forming subcategory.

This subpart applies tojischarges of ~
pollutants to waters of the United '~
States, ana introduction q{ pollutants
into pubh'dyj)wned_treatment,iw9rkg/
trbin me' lormmp. of copper and copper
flreyT——— _-/* '

• The Consent Deere* in NRDC v. Train. 12 ERC
1833 (DD.C. 1979) tpecifiet a compliance date for
PSES of no later than June 30,1984. EPA bai moved
for a modification of tbat provinon of the Decree.
Should the Court deny that motion. EPA will be
required to modify thi» compliance date
accordingly.

^QMutmt of poMtMwil property toranf 1
Maamm

MMiic irto— me/o«-kg ot
_ cnppv or ooppar atof

hotictod

• hot retad

Ltw4

Nfrfr*! —
~r~

TRB

pH

OM»
. "-•• 0.186

0.015
' C.197

0.1 SO
2.060

. -- 4^23
<')

• 0̂ 18
- - 0.103
^ -tans

-„- o.iso
OJ3S2

-' ~ ' 1^36
2JX»

'-'.- -P)

»Wttm t» mo* of 7i to 1OO « al Imm. . . . .•

(b) Subpart A—Gold Rolling Spent
Lubricant BPT Effluent IMftatians.s 'S ^ - . - • ; . . . . '

Potutart or poBuanl pnpwty
Maximum

ivitk poundi
1̂ 00,000

rhrrwM.n./
.- ,

\*mA

U«7k^ ,.
7i*v *

PH

oiee
0.720
0.056
0.727

--.: OSS3
7J80

15̂ 39

0.06*
OJ79
O.OM
0.4M

ASM
T3K

> Within m* rang* ol 7i to IDA M an tmt.

(c) Subpart A—Drawing Spent -
Lubricant BPT Effluent Limitations.

Po^rtafrt of pottutknt
Manrui)
tar any 1

Mntrtun

Mpuc \rm—(np/oCUn *
or copper akoy

EnoHr\ i
1.000.000 oH-oanfe tt
coppv of copper vftoy

0.037
0.161

0*15
O.OBS
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lt-T
»-.'

•i ;

I—I - •- ' •

ng ar«J or -•
•res
pM '

tor my 1 •
d«y. .

0.012
0,163

- 0.124
1.700
1485

- ' Vflttwi the range of 73 to 10.0 at d femea.

(d) Subpart A— Sohition'Heat
Treatment _u>r kfflueni Lunitati

M_a-um

0.011
0.107
O.OS1

P)

ons.
. : ,. ... .... ——— _ .._ .... „._ —— _ • —— .

Poaubjnt or poAutont property

. . . .

Omnium ___________

Ol am grave ___________
•res
pH

Mcdnun
tor any V

day

Uetttc ttnto-
copper or

Engjtan unit*
1,OOOJOOO
copper or

1.116
4*27
OJ81

3.708
50.820

" 104.161
P)

' 1 Mtrm ma range of 7.5 to 10.0 at all Urnaa.'v " "•""" . "•• ..-;
"" (•] Subpart A — Extrusion Hes
Treatment BPT EffluenFBnutati

tteanun
tormomnly •

«Kyo0^e of
OOppMT t^&f

i
-fauna p*
afteaund* of
copper (Hoy
1

0.457
2J41
O330

1J60
30492

_. —— ;,.-i

L1

!bns. .

Polutanl or poUutar*, property Marina* tar "T£Z*~

'"UT-'l-i . '••'^=r •- "-~V**t ur*»— mg/orUg ol

•-*C.-.*~- - --- J=H"-"

'- :: - - 'vjv:*'.-1 " •
., . ... . -- --.-^

r*cM _____________
Tin*

C6«-doreeae_ _______
TSS
pH -

''heat Mated on an earu-

Engfatt̂ irtli pu>«rtl par
- 1,OOCUJOO ort-pouno* of

coppar or copper afioy

•ion pnna

0.00066 OJX)036

• 0.0003
- OjOOS ;

- O.OOZ -
- 0.040
- 00162

P)

0.00026

0.001
~ OJ3Z4

0.03»

1 WKrin the range of 7 J to 1OO at *l tot*. _. .

(O'Subpart A— Annealing With Water
BPT Effluent Limitations.

v... .,
Poiutantor poAutarcvroperty

—•c — .

..-,•-•*
. ..

o™*-, •--•- '

t_± ———— : —— ' ————— ~

Maxjmum
toreny 1

day

Maidmum
tor mo<XWy

'Copper or copper an.

tng»»h urao>— potnk par
\.OOOflOO orHouno* of
copper or copper aDoy

. . 2.4B3 L 1J020

rx850 I 0,730
ia6601 7.1»7

PoMant or po»u»en< property

71~.

Of anrt TW»eaa
T5S

Maiomum
tor any 1

tsn
113J40
232J47

Uaamun

average

3.456
68.004

1 Within fetange of 7 J to 10.0 B al limee.

(g) Subpart A — Annealing WRh Oil
BPT Effluent Limitations.

ôlutanl or pnftmil property
Uaarnum
tor any t

day

Uvdmum

averaoe<

— *. •- ' copper or copper aMoy
_nnealad »Bri oi

' •••:• ~ EngMt onto— pounda per
1,000X100 on-pounde of

- •" — copper or ooppv alloy

_

Coppv

k_4._

•ree
PH

MM** Ha nnoje of 7 .5 to 10.

-(b) Subpart A^AIki
Rinse BPT Effluent LIE

PoAutWat or pofluttnl propwty

—— ....

OetalMnee.

ilineClea
stations.

J

0
P)

ning

_ ... ~
Mcdrnurn
tor «ny 1

Uddmura

•N .... . _.-- - - .. . ..'. J -. copper or copper a*oy
; — ~-~ - - - -4

PH ——————————————————

> WWw. aie-ange ol 7J to 10
./ i-, - . •

(i) Subpart A— ABce
Rinse for Forged Parti
limitations,/ . .̂  ../.

- S- . - . V/
--

Poflutv^ or poHutafit property

' .'

Copper —————————————

Dyiah w*i poundl per
<r,ixiOtXOOO orHnunda of
». cooper or copper afioy

.._ JAS4
£ooe

- .0.632
• 6.0SO

6.1S2
-: »4JBO

• - 172.774

.Dalai knee.

ilineCleai
BPTEffli

Maamurai .
tor any 1

- OL756
. 4̂ 14

OLS47
- - &361

2J70
5O-56B
B2.173

oing .
lent

Uoknum
tor fOootWy

avarage

Metric imrt»— «ng/orf-*g of
coppar or copper alloy
torged par- afealina

> cleaned
En̂ nn unrtfc— •pounds p f̂

1,000.000 orHnunoa of
cooper or cocpar aMoy
torged para. aNcaine

._ daened _ . . .

. - net

.. 24J72
_ - 18.457

2^75

1.643
•16JOS5

."" ' 7T11
j'- 151.704

Pofcjont or pohJl-nt property

T«

1 VMhn He range of 7^ to 10.9

01 Subpart A— Alkal
BPT Effluent LJmitatioc

Potutant or poOuurt property

N

V

Copper _______________
1 earl

Tlnri
Oil endgreaa* __________

PH ————— : ———————————

'VVtowi ttta range ol 7 J to 10.

Effluent Limitations.
. . . . . A .— .

Poltuttntor pollutant property

or-- ., • '̂ ~--r.;
.--• o-. ^

I rrt
Nk*el ... ,. - , ......
Una

TCS •

' WHhn the range of 7 JS to 10

(l)Subpart A— Piril
Forge^Parts BPT Effli

. ' \

Poduunt or poAmanl praperty

-

r**-̂ ....

1 Mfl

n. — rt r———

Manmunt
tor any 1

day -

518JZ2
P)

Uaamuni

average

246X51*
pf

• Mttnea.

me Qeaning Bath
is.
^^J~J^^^- ''

Ma-mum
tor any 1

day

Maximum
tor montny

av*raga

of copper or uopper
tftoy pans «fca-ie
aeened

EnQbat tm^H p̂oueidB
p* i.orxmoo o«-
pounda of copper or
coppar atey torged
pert* -k-lne eMned

OJMO
OAB

. rxoon)
onee
0.93
i*t

P)
>ataltmee.

inc Rinse

0.0064
Oi04«
0.0080
rxos»

• 0.026
OM

_ _t"'_

M0knum>
torany^

day

Ma— mum
tormontnty

•verag*

Me** wite— mg/ofi*fl of
coppar or copper aftoy

EngWl iria pouidi
per/1^00,000 . off-

• DoonOe of copper or
•»w4. J t>

~ 6\681
0343

. . 5?B8

148.S02
P)

Oatalvmee.

ingfSSke
lent Limit

Maxk-jmr
tor any t

0.651
3,6?2
0.470
4,599

""' 2JO»

70jfI29
O-

for
an'ons.

Maximum
tor monlWir

average

•̂/copper or copper aDoy
/ Gorged ua(H pickled

Engfi-1 unio) pound*
per/tOOOJX)0 oft-
pounds -««f copper or
copper altoy torged
part* ptottedV

1.723
7.444

- O_S7
7^22

- ..720

0.70S
3JI16

. O50»

,- £3M
' " 47*16

••-- 76.4O1

-..,\-Js-

o*t:"-,' -
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PoDutant or poautant property .

pH ——————————————————

Maximum
tar any i

day

'<*'

Manrnum
tor morwiiy
- average

o>
| Wrttwi the range of 7.5 to 10.0 at al time*.

(m) Subpart A — Pickling Bath BPT
Effluent Limitations! —— —

Pollutant or poAuum property

Copper _____________

\z?* —————
7w
CMandgreaee —————————
TSS

Maximum
for any 1

Maximum
tor monthly

average

Metric unil»— ma/oft-kg o)
copper or copper aVoy

•pickled
Engfcth unna— pound* per

1.OOO.OOO off-pound* of
copper or copper aHoy
picMe

0.051
0220
0.017
02*2
0.169
2J20
4.756

0.020
0.116
0.015
0.147
0.070

Z-262

1 Within the rang* of 7 £ to 10.0 at al tone*. . .

(n) Subpart A — Pickling Fume /
Scrubber BPT Effluent Limitations.

\ ^

Pollutant or pofluunt property

\ : ' , ~
- • V; - ' -

\

\
1 rafl
f0tf*fj

7**:
Oiandgreeae ——————————

pH . ......

Maximum
tor any 1

day

/

Maximum
loeTftonlhly

average

MaUk. in Hta > ̂ cng/ovMtg of
copper or copper alloy
pckled •

Enojtaaah UWH>-I pounov pv
1 .OOO.OOO oft-pound* of
oopper or oopper attoy
pickled

• 027S
' 1.169

0.093
1.201
0.913

12,520
25.666

0.112:
0.626
0.081
0.795
0.361
7.512

12207

> Wrthri the range of 7 .5 to 10.O at a« tome*.

(o) Subpart A— Tumbling or _^
Burnishing BPT Effluent Limitations.

t "̂̂ K y

Pollutant or pOHUtant property

CMandgreeae —————————

Maximum
tor any»1

day »

Maximum
tor monthly

average

Mevic unri»_<ng/o«Mig of
copper or -copper aMoy
tumbled or kumnhed

EngMi unm pound* per
1.000.000 on-pound* of
copper or oopper alloy
tumbled or taumiened ~

02S6
1.107
0.067
1.119
0.851

11.660
23.903

0.104
0.583
0.675
0.740
0.35S
6.996

11.366
PH- —————————————————— . fl f»

1 WitOn the rang* of 7.5 to 10.0 at al vmaa.

(p) Subpart A — Surfae^Coating.BE'T
Effluent limitation*. x— ̂  "*"

Ponutant «r petulant property -

Copper _____________ _

Znc
OK 'and greaaa _________

oh

. > Within trie range of 7.5 to 10

(qj Subpart A — Misc

Maximum
toranyl

Mranum .
for monthly

average

Metric unto— mg/ofl-kg of
copper or cx^^ef aUoy ^
aunace coated ' -•'

Engtati u Htj pound* per -
V1. OOO.OOO orf̂ ounda of

oopper or copper alloy
•urtaa* coaled

0.326 o iaa
'•• 1.411

0.111
•1.426
1.0»4

14.680
30.463

0.743
0.096
0.943
0.453

14.466
O .

Data! ante*. '

:ellaneous Waste
Streams an' EffluenfTomitaeons!1™'""

PoButant or poautant property

'..' :' . '

t rrafl
UM.W

Tine - -

T5S

pH

Maximum
'toranyl

dey

Maximum
tor monthly

average

Mekic urtt*— mg/otWig of
copper or ccippar aMoy
tormed

Engiah urata — pound* per
1,000.000 otHnund* of
oopper or copper «Noy
vornwG

0.009
0.041

- 0.003
" -0.041

—— -- 0.031
0.436

-'•- J 0.893

0.003
0.021
0X102
0.027

- -' 0.013
0.261

'-0.425

• Within the range of 7.6 to 10.0 at al time*.

(468,12 Effluent lirnrtattorrs repr
the degree of effluent reduction a
by the application of the beat aval
technology economically achlevat

Except as provided in 40 CFR
125.30-32, any existing point so
subject to this subpart must act
following effluent reduction art!
by the application of the best ai
technology economically achie\
(BATl; -

(a) SubpartAVHot RoUjyjg S
Lubricant BAT Effluent Limitat

. S • • *~r-

'.'-. N. -' ' -

Copper —————————————
1 red
M-J.̂

"(b) SuBpfcrt A— Col

Maximum
tor any 1

day

esenting
ttalnable .
kabte
>le.
Part "̂̂

KSS ' v
deve the -*
unable
/ailable
i-able

lent
DOS.

Maximum
tor .monthly

averege

Metric unite— mg/ofl-kg of
oopp4a** or coppw ftnoy
holiciled

Engieh Onita— pound* per
1.000.000 on-pound* of
oopper or ccpper attoy

»T hotroked

O.OTi
0.197
0.15O

duelling
nt Limitat

0.018
0.103

. 0*13
0.130
0.062

Spent
M>B».

•Mutant or pdtutart property •
Maximum
toranyl '

day

Maximum -̂
tor fnonVvy .̂

• .,->^- ;. i .... Met* ueu mg/ofVkg of ".-̂
•-„. :. ' .... copper or copper aftoy .:
\_- • - - . - • ; nxdnXed . .-- =T

- . - • • ' " . . . Engkeh urila— pound* par -
1,000.000 ofHnundt of .
oopper or oopper aftrjy
cold rated

1 riaft

7%M>

0.720
0.056
O.TZT

0.049
- 0X81

_ ... .- ^ -. .

-(c) Subpart A — DfawmgSpent •„_...-
Lubricant BAT EffluenTlSStaSons.

--1 . .......... .........

PotuUrt or pofcftart property

rtamiin
Copper __________ •

- .

Mnmum
toranyl

day

lytaxaiwm
tor nmnDHy

average

ooppav or copper •«*oy
. OfaWf, . . ...

EftQtoh umt&v̂ îounclv pv
1.000.000 ofVpouno* o)
copper or copper BHoy
drawn

0.037
0.161
0.012

." ' 0.163
0.124

(d) Subpart A— Solution Heat
Treatment BAT EfSuenTBnuTat

0.015
0.065
oaii
0.107

' OX»1 '

ions.. -

.. . " . .?...•! '- ...... .^ ,_ v..x . ..' -

Poautanlor polluttnt property

^'

1 1*»Vl
MaTkaai

r«r

Maximum
toranyl

~ day S-"
Metric unrt»— mg/onJqg of

copper or copper aioy
heatkeeted

Engf*h unria— pound* par
1,000.000 otwpound* of
coppvr or oopper wkoy •
heat treated

0284

0.096
1240
0.943

0.116
0.646

.0.083
.. 0.820

Treatment BAT'E^eî IJtaiitatiohs.

V
PoAuivtt tt polkik&nt property

N

Maximum tor
any»day

Maximum tor
montWy
avereg*

X ... . . -.

\ M e t h c Unit* mgyofl̂  of
copper or copper alloy

^ . he*! treated on an exuu-
"v •ion P™**

Engkeh Unri*— pound* per/
" ' \ 1.000.000 off-pound* of

/ N copper or oopper aNoy
. •- - heel Meted on an exn>

/ - aionpreea

Copper ______________

TiM
^

0.00066
0.003V
0.0003^

. 0033
CLOQ2

0.00036
0.0020

t O.OOO26
.v O.OOZ
X^aooi
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„ (f) Subpart A — Anne
BAT Effluent LimitiEd

,- . . . ••,«-•-•,

Poeuant or poHutarn propeny

- -• ',

1 aart

Zinc

saling with Water
fta.

Maximum
tor any 1

_

' '•••

Maumum
tor montnly

average

Metric Unra— mg/oft-kg o(
copper or copper altoy
annealed with vaar

English •• Unita— pound*
per/1.000.000 - oft-

... pound* of copper or

.. copper altoy annealed

0.545
. 2.356

0.166
2J80
1.810

0223
1JI40
0.161
1.574
0.756

x'
(g) Subpart A— Annealing with Oil

BAT Effluent Limitations. .
""-- • • • • * - -v^

'•" - - *.

Po-Mar-t or pOekOrt property

?•'•'.': -H -r;'
. • -. — -r-" - A-"-2- •

• • - - - . ^_, i^ "..,: _

Maximum
tor any 1

Majomum
(or monthly

copper or copper alloy

English unrt> — pound* per
1 000,000 olf̂ ound* of

v . copper or .copper aAoy

... -. '% - >:-:. *™*-*<J"!ma':.; -̂ • •.

-l'~ .._• • V:.:̂ : ;.-_j; .

1 earl '
»i_j..i
Zjnc ———————————————

- ——— — —• — '• — ~~ ••*:._

.-•*-.-- o
.- .. 0
V — _ . 0
A —17 0
•_ »„< -± o

.» x&s-y. o •

_ ... . 0
. . ~ =.-.. 0

-.'.-:.:..*. 0

(h) Subpart A — Alkaline Cleaning ' -
Rinse BAT Effluent LinrftaTiens. '

^- *

Pollutant or poAutant property

lrr*1

Tirir. ,. , ... ,.

Y -.- : -...

-

Maximum •
tor any 1

day

""=* .̂

Maxrinum
tor monthry

Metric unra— mg/ofl-kg of
copper or copper alloy
afcaftne cleaned i

Engtah unra pound! per
1.000.000 orHnunoa of
copper or copper altoy

' aHujkne deanad

1.654
8.006
0.632
6.090
6.152

0.756
4214

' 0.547
5.351
2.570

• (i) Subpart A — Alkaline Cleaning
Rinse for Forged Parts BAT EFfluent
Limitations. ^ ._ ~ *

PotutaMor pottuanl propxtr

. - ...

î T
ftJî tfMj

Tr*-

Maximum
tor any 1

day

Maximum
tor fnonOtty

average

Metric Uivt£ 'i flN^/o^t*kfl of
copper or copper alloy
torged para alkaline
deaned

Engkah Unia— pounds per
1,000.000 off-pound* of
copper or copper altoy
forgad> para alkaline
cleaned

24.019
1.686

16.457

12.642
1.643

16.055
7.711

-*** ' \

0] Subpart A — Alkaline Qeoning Bath
BAT Effluent Limitations. - - .

Poiuant or pennant property

•"• ' '•''""•

: . - « . ' i r* " "-

•n*^- •• • ' • • •
• Copper< ———————— ' T-i-

Nickel _____________
ZJne_ —————— . ——————

' ' >r»eie*«ei

Maximum tor
any 1 day

Maximum tor
nuf llfity
average

Metric Unu£-4ng/otl-kg of
cooper or copper aaoy at-

EngBah Unia pounds per
1. 000,000 ort-counda of
copper or copper aHoy al-

~~ 6.020"
0.068
0.0070
&069
0.068

• 0^064.:

"'"' 0.0060 '
0.059 '
OJJ28 •

- (k) Subpart A— Pickling Rinse BAT —
Effluent Limitations*

Poauamor poDuanT property
Maximum
tor any 1

oay

Maximum

averaoe

•- - . Metric Unia— mg/oft-kg of
' copper or copper alloy

1 aerl

Tine

~ pickled

Engfilh Una— pound* per
1,000.000 oft-cound* of
copper x̂ r'copper alloy

OJ74
2.481
0.195

. .... 1J06

0235
1.306
0.169
1.656
0.798

0) Subpert A— Pickling Rinse for
Forged Parts-BAT EffluenttlmTtations.

Poautantejr polKrtanl property
Maomum
tor any 1

day

Maximum

averaoe

. . . Metric Una— ma/orM<0 ol
copper or copper altoy
torged para pickled

. . ' . _ . - Eng«*h Unia— pound* per
1,000.000 ofl-pounda ol

.copper or copper alloy
torg*4 pen* pcUed

1 TT-1

f̂ l*^ '
Tlnr; _ ... - • ...

1.723
7.444
0-587
7522
5.720

0.705
3.916
0309
4.975
2J89

(m) Subpart A— Pickling Bath BAT
Effluent Limitations. " ' ' '

Poauunt or poUuont property
Maximum
tor any 1

day

Maximum

Metric unia— mg/olMig of
_ . . ._ copper or copper altoy

• - . pcwed
- ' • Engftah unra— pound* per

._... 1.000.000 oflsnund* of
copper or copper aUoy
petted

i^t"
fjM.̂ 1
7in>-

. . - . .__

0.051
0220
0.017
0222
0.169

0.020
0.116
0.015
0.147
0.070

;"'(n) Subpart A^Pickhn f̂ume - - /
Scxnb^er BAT EffluentJ-imitfctions. /

Poautanl or pollutant property

- -. .. ••:__:.*•. r\- '.. •

Copper —————————————
t*ed- ——— . ——————————

' Tinr .

Maximum
tor any 1

Maximum

avarag*

Maine unto ma/oft-kg of
copper or copper eftoy
pickMd . ...

EngWi uriti ponoi per
• 1.000.000 orl-pound* ol
i ooppaf or copper altoy

0.275
. / 1.169
/- 0.093

\ 0.913
V

0.112
" 0.626

- 0.081
0.795

. 0.381

(<J]̂ bbpart A — Tumbling or
Btmishing BAT Effluent limitations.

Podutant or* pottuanl property

- • • / ' " '

/

UrtM
7»v

Maximum. .
tor any 1

day '

Maximum
tor muiiuriy

average

Metric unit*— mo/ofl-kg of
copper or cooper altoy
tumbled or bumianed

Engjah unra— pound per
1.000.000 .oll-poundi of
coppw of coppor 'a»Hoy
tumbled or bumienect

0.256
1.107
0.087
1.119
0.651

0.104
0.583
0.075
0.740
0.355
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(p) Subpart A— Surface Coating BAT ".
Effluent Limitations. - ^wi-.-.T^--. "~.

• " . ; ':."" " ".""7
PotutMtt v pOetutBfit property

. . •

Copper _ ———— . ________

Zinc

(q) Subpart A — Mis<
Streams BAT Effluent
__ i \t '"'"

Pollutant or pollutant property

Chnvnim

NT*!*!

4 468.13 New touroe^p

The following stand
performance establish
quality of pollutants o
properties, controlled
which may be dischar
source subject to the i
subpart

(a) Subpart A— Hot
Lubricant NSPS.

PolK/tant or pollutant piupaity

i

r

CM mnA £"••*•
•PSS,/

Madmurn
taranyl

Maximum

Meetc unte— mg/off^t ol
copper or eopp«r alloy
aurlace ooatad

Engiah, inra — pound par
1.000,000 ofl-pourKU ol
coppv or copper aUoy

0.326
1.411
0.111
1.426
1.064

:ellaneoui

0.133
0.743
0.096
0X3
0.453

i Waste

i in. " ' "

Maximum
tor any 1

Maximum
tor moraMy

avarage

ooppar or copper aUoy

Lngaah mill txtn* per
1.000 WO orHnunda of
ooppar or capper «loy

0.008

• 0.003
0.041

o.oos
0.021

. _ 0.002
0.027
cons

erformanc* -

ards of
the quantity or

r pollutant
by this section,
ged by a new
>rovisions of this

Rolling Spent

Maximum
tor any 1

day

Manmum tor
monthly
avarage

Metric ur*»— ms/orf-ko o<

hotroUed
EngWt unit* — pounds par

1,000.000 en-pounds ol
ooppar or copper attoy
hotrolledX

0.038 0.01 S
0.131
0.010
0.056
0.105
1.030
1.545

0.062
0.0093
0.036

1J330

' Within th* rang* ol 7.5 to 10.0 at al «mee.

_ — _ ___ ————— : ————————

->. (b) Subpart A— Cole
Lubricant NSPS. * .':..',

foamart or ponuUo. property

- --,

Ol andgreeat _________
T«

1 Rolling Spent •_

Maomum
tor any 1

Maximum
lor monthly

avenge

Matte unto— mg/dfMm at
ooppv or ooppcr aUloy
coktroBed

English unm — pound! par
1.000,000 on^Kxnkt ol
copper or oopo*r aloy
cold rolled

0.140
0.465
0.037
0-208

' 3780
s.eec

0.056
0.231
0.034
0.140
0.158
3.790
4.546

. C)
— « WWan •» range ol 7 £ to 10.0 at an limes.

•f c) Subpart A — Drawing Spent -
Lubricant NSPS. " . :> •

Pokilanl or potutant properly

j* -" - >.- - •;- ~ +

Copper _____________

r-,
Wendgr«a»* _________

Maamum tor
enylday

Metric unra—
copper or
drawn

cnpieri urvtv^
1,000,000 c
copper or

0.031
— 0.108

• .-, . O.O48
• 0.066

O.B5
- 1i7S

CM

Maximum tor

average

mg/olM<e ol
copper altoy

-pound! pw
>rl-po>nd* ol
eoppar aooy

0.012
" o.osi

0.031
•0.035 '
OA5
1.020

C)

> WWin the range ol 7 £ to 10.0 at-al amea^

(d) Subpart A— Solution Heat .
Treatment NSPS. ~ .

' ' .

Poautanl or pottutanl property

1 n't
Htrhfl

Oilandgreaae —————————
•res __
PH

i Within th* rang* or 7^ to 1

(e) Subpart A— Ext
Treatment NSPS.

Maximum
lor any 1

day

Maximum
tor monthly

average

Metric units— mg/o«-t<e> ol
ooppv or copper ahoy

Englart units — pounda per
1,000.000 oft-pouna» ol
coppar cr coppar aUoy
heat eaaiad

OJZ3S

0^64
OJ55
0.65»

•.680
- ^ C

3.0 at en nmea.

rusion He

0.096
0.394
0.058
0.23C
0^71
6.460
7.752

C)

It

— —————————— — ————— — — • ———— • —— ™ -̂>̂

Pottutart of poAuunt property Uamuntor

• MeMc wte-r
ooppar or i

Uaxxwn to- ' "
THOrtWy ^- rf'

ng/ofWtfl d

oî ^ .
— • • • (ion prvM

En f̂tsrt IN eta peanut per
1.0OO.OOO ortpouna. el
coppar or copper aloy
heel keeled on end •*•
kwionpraa* .

Chromun ________ -
Coppar
LeerJ1

•reft
pM

i Within the rang* ol 73 to 10

(f) Subpart A— Ann
NSPS.

PoDulant or pollutant property

Cftpptf

Ol andgreea*_ _____ '
•res

• Within th* tang* d 7.5 to 1(

(g) Subpart A — Am
NSPS. •

PoAutfttt or poMant propvrty

Copper _____________
1 *arl

C* and grease _________
TSS

0.00074
0.0020
0.00020 •

• 0.0010
0.0020
0.020
0£30

Aetalamea.

ealing wit

•. ' -** •

Maximuntor
anylday

UeMc urMs-
eopper or
ernialid wH

. . 1,000400 I
- coppar or
annealed or

0^456

0.124
0.6S2
O264

12.400
^ 18JOO

U) at al tmea.

.ealingwi

Maximum
tor any 1

day

0.00030
0.0010
0.00011
0.00074
OXOO*4
0.020

ti Water

Mndmumtcr '

avenge

<ng/o«*g ol
copper ekoy

XHxxnx el
copper aloy
Ih water

aiee
0.756

- • 0.111
0458
0.520

12>OO
14MO -
P) --* •

thOil

Manmim
lor fnocMtity

Metric unrt»— mg/olMio ol
copper or copper aloy

- armeaKd with oi
English urns— pound* p*r

1.000.000 ottsnunds el
copp«r or copp«r aloy

-armeetad wrti ol

0
0
0

. 0
0

- " 0
c

0
0
0

" ' 0
0
0

' 0
PH "— P) ' C)

1 Within the rang* ol 7-5 to 10.0 it al tma*.

(h) Subpart A — Alkaline Cleaning
Rinse NSPS.

!
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PolUant or poeutaM prDpany

Copper —————————————
!„,

U^U

Tine

m — o-——
TSS
DM

fctadmum
toranyi

<*>

Maximum
tor monthly

avenge

copper or copper alloy
altotne claen*d

1.S58
5.393
0.421
2.317
4^98

•.- 42.140
- • 83̂ 10
._. (1)

0.832
2.570
OJ7B
1.iS8
1.769

42.140
- - 50.S68

(M

> WUNn Via range ol 7 J lo 10.0 at at kmea.

(i) Subpart A — Alkaline Cleaning
Rinse for Forged Parts NSPS.

Poiutant or pollutant property

r- -.'„ - - • • '

' , - - - - ' " ""

-. .r- '

\ ' ——— f

UMrfJ

TV-
01 and greeae ______ ' '
TSS -
PH .,

Mvomufn
-tor*nr 1 •

*r
U*omum

tof fnoothiy'
averaoa

UMrtc u.u moyorMn ol
copper or coppv *«oy
toroad pan* attain*
aaanad

Cnaaah taiiia pound! par
1.000,000 olH>ound* ol
copper or cupper afloy
torgad pen* ahafcne
daaned

4.667

-. -- 1.2**
- ~-~&JK3
— -1ZBM

- 126.420
— latisao
— - — 0)

1 VrWin tie range ol 7.S to 10D at al time*.

- 1398
7.711

. - - 1.137
4.677

—— i309
- - 126.420
: 151J04-

.-'--' C)

(j) Subpart A— Alkaline Cleaning Bath
NSPS,

— - • - • . — .~ " " 7 • •

PoAulatnt or pofKitaVit property

.

UrU

7i«.

Maximum tor
any 1 day

Maiimumlbr
iiiufiuiry
•verag*

Mali«. unit* — mg/oH-kg ol
copper or copper alloy at-
kaine daened

EngMi wito — pound* per
1. OOO.OOO oil-pound* ol
cooper or copper aaoy al-
kaline cleaned

<"' - 0.017
.. 0.069
. aO048

. - 0.025
0.047
0.48
0.70.

(')

0.0070
O.O28
0.0042

. . 0.017

. 0 )̂1 •
— 0.4«

0.58
C)

1 WHnin ti* range ol 7 i to 10.0 at al lime*.
,-' -

ft̂ Subpart A— Pickling Rinse NSPS.

Poflutsnt of potluiiflt property

• *** •

".

1 MTl
fJaffcay

T~

Oi Bnd onuati)
TCSS

PH

U*jomum
tar any 1

Off '. .

Mnimum
tor monony

•MTBO*

Metric unto— mg/orl-kg ol
capper or copper a*oy
pO1ed

Engfiah ' unto pound*
per/1,000,000 off-
pound* ol copper or
copper altoy pcMed

0-218
- 0.748

O.DS8
OJ21
0.586

' 5.BSO
— 8.77S

(')

0.087
0.3M
O.OS2
0_21«
OJ4S
S.8SO
7.020

- (i,

> WWel tie range ot 7 .S k> 10.0 «t al (me*. '

(1) Siibpart A— Pickling Rinse for
Forged Parts NSPS. *

PoAutaVet or poAuteVft pfopwty

•": V.

- -r :

Chfranim
rvTT'
t T'f

T~, . '

TM

pH '

Maximum
tor any 1

Oft
tof morttity -

average

copper or cut*.**' aMoy
forged parts pdded

Engatrt unto pound*
par/1,000.000 OH-
jxuno* of copper or

. ooppvr *tioy forged
pMIpUOKt

O.S4S
2-24ff-
O.T7S
0905

'̂  1.790
17̂ 60
2&32S

... ('

0.263
"1JJ70
0157
0.»4»
a737

17JSO
21 .MO

,... -O

' ' Watinlhe rang* 0(7.5 » 10J3 at a« time*, r : -,-:

; "(in) SubparfA-̂ ickling Bath NSPS. ' '

. Poautam or pollinaiK property

r*W*
\ *art
Mr**
T.V,
Oil andgree*e_ ————— -

-TSS

pH

rUcnmjn,
lor any 1

o«r

Maximum '
tor fnufilfdy

•venae

MMric unta—mg/ofMig ol
oopow or ooppw AHoy

• DicfcM .

EngM) unto— pound* p*r
- 1,000,000 ol-pouno* ol

ooppv or d4Q*f **oy

OJX2
0.1 4»
0.011
0.083
0.118
1.180
1.740

(')

OJ)17
0.070
0.010
0.042
0.048
1.160
1392

(')

> WHNn the range ol 7.5 to 10.0 *1 al erne*. -

(n) Subpart A — Pickling Fume
Scrubber NSPS.

Poautant or poeubjnl property

- .'~'

Copper ___________ : ——
I ratl "- '
MM^

Tl™-
ni.rignM.
T«

PH

Murtu*
tar my 1-

oay

Maxknum
tor momnty

averaoa

oopper or ooppar aNoy
pioWad.

EngWt unruHMundi per
1.000.000 on-pouno* Ol
topper or copper alloy
picMeo

OJ31
• • 0.801

OJJ62
- 0 J44
• 0438

8J60
9.380

' (')

0493
0.381
0.058
0-231

- 0^82
&-260
M12
0

> Vrrthm Da range ol 7.5 to 10.0 at al erne*.

(o) Subpart A — Tumbling or-
Burnishing NSPS.

PoeuMnt or poeutant prapeny

Chnwitum ..-. — .
-Copp« —————— __^ ——— r

7W

Ol and grease —————————
T S S . . - - « - •
pH " -

Maximum
toranyi

oay

Maxknum
tor nwwWy

avenge

copper or copper km.
btad of buffwh*o

Engfeh unis— pound* per
' 1.000.0CO on-poumt* ol

ooppar or copper aHoy
tumbled or burraehed

• • - • 0*15
0.748

-- OJ358
,0J20
ase*
SJ30

- 8.745
•P)

- — 0.087
OJS3

" "'• 0051
'.- Oi15

0^44
," S.830

6J«8
•.......(•)

. •• VnlNri tte range ol 7i lo 10-0 at al «maa.

v (p) Subpart A— Surface Coating NSPS.

Poeutam or poDutanl properly

i. ^

\ t»rt
pHLih^J

Tl~,
ra-^jn-,—
TOS
>*u

Maxkiu*-
tor any 1

oay

M«nmum
tor montnty

average

Metric unit*— mg/orl-kg at
copper or copper alloy
eurtace coejed

Engfen unfta— pound* per
1,000,000 ofl-pound* ol
copp*r or copper altoy
aurtao* eoead

CL274
&9S1

- - • OJJ74
\ "0408

•. 0.757
7430

- 0

0.111
0.4S3
0.086
0^74
OJ1J
7.430
8.918

.. O

'Within UM rmoy* of 7J to 1CXO •( «H tuBa»»v
- v\

(qj Subpart A — ̂ Miscellaneous.Waste
Streams NSPS. ' ' '~ ~ 'V .

It
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Podut-rt or pottutam property Maamumtor MBdmumtor
incMnty
•average

copper or 0000*0 aUoy

_ Engliah unto-pound*/
••. 1.000,000 on-pourx* el

copper or copper aUoy

Chrrjmhni
Copper ——————————————
lud
Nickel..., .,,-.,,.
Zinc ______________
Oil and gree»e —————————
TtLB

WitWn lha range ol 7.5 to 10.0

0.006
0.027
0.0021
0.011
0.022
0118
0.327^

P)

alalame*.

0.003
1.013
0.0019
0.006
0.009
OJM8
0.261

§ 468.14 Pie-tie-uiKHit ctandanfai for .
existing *ourc*« (JSK^ . . . :

Except as provided in 40 CFR Parts
403.7 end 403.13, any existing source
subject to this subpart which introduces
pollutants into a publicly owned .
treatment works must comply with 40
CFirrat̂ _and achieve the following
pfetreatment standards for existing
sources: -;~.

(a) Subpart A— Hot Rolling Spent
. Lubricant PSBS." ^ . - V>—' • .V. '..-...

•. .̂ .*a*«»«»»n ̂

PoVlant or poeusant propeny •

\ y

\
\

Copper _____________

TTO

' • . •" '
Maximum
tor any 1

Maximum

averaoa

copper or copper kttoy

Dipfcah irttt •pourtrt- per
1JKXXOOO jett̂ ounc* of
copper or copper ftBoy
nOt RDaMO _ r

6UM6 0.016
0.195

- 0,160

2X60

0.106

0.130
o.oe2
0.035
1.236

.- —•• • - - *
(b) Subpart A— Cold Rotting Spent

Lubricant PSES." "**' 'v "^
' \

Ponutant or poDutanl property

no.

Maxknum
tor anv»1

day ,

Maximum

average

copper or >copper aloy
counted %

1. OOO.OOO oftyounc* ol
copper or copper alloy
OOU fOnVd

0.166
0.720
0.056
0.727
0.553
0.246
7.660

0.066
CJ79

0.461
0.281
0.1*6
4.54*

(c) Subpart A — Drawing ̂ Spent
Lubricant PSES. - -.

Pohitant or poAmant property

I*ar1

TTT)

Maximum
tor any 1

Maximiim
tor montnly

average •

Metric unit*— mg/oMJtg ol
copper Of copper alloy
drawn

EngMari unro>— pounds per
1,000,000 otf-pouno* ol
copper or copper aBoy

0.037 0.015
0.161 0.065
0.012
0.163
0.124
0.055
1.7OO

1 For •Harnala nmauiiiv ...:-.

(d) Subpart A— Solution Heat
Treatment PSES. :

. - —— -; —— - '

Poautant or poRutant property

-._ —— ... .. —— __....

TV
i-m - • - -

1 For afternete mortaring.

.. .. __-.,.

Maximum
tor any 1

day

0.011
. 0.107
txosi
0.026
ixeo

Maximum
tor ntontf_y

avermge

Metric unto— mg/olMig el
copper or copper alloy
heetMMd

1,000,000 oft-pouno» ol
-oopper or oopper alloy

heeitreMed

——— -«J_4
--1^27

. —— . O.096

- •——^0.943

0.116
OA46
0.063
Oi20
OJ94
0.19

' 7.751

X
tej Subpart A — Extrusion Heat

• '..

. PoKutant or pollutant propeny

•-' \
• • *\v

' *• f .

!_-< - '-- -

Hirhil
r*<f
rm

-

Mcxknumtor
anylday

Maximum tor
omtiUily
avaraoa

Metric unrt»— mg/orHifl ol
copper or oopper aloy

atonpraaa
EnoWl unto — pound! per

1.000.000 otl-pounda ol
S. oopper or copper alloy
V>eet »eaMd on an exvw
••Iwprea.

- 000088

'0.0030

0.0010
0.040

0.00036
0.0020
0.00026

, 0.0020
' 0.0010

Ouoooee
o.ca*

•Waftern^mor-cnng.

(f) Subpart AT-Annealing with Water
XPSES. ———— —

— ————— — ——— ̂ ^ —— — ——— ; —— -. .T.̂ -Sl

PoButantcr potutara property
MaxirMm-
kxanyt

--day -

M**mini •" -^^Htor iiiu*iUi]f , - r~*T*-^:^Bl
atM f̂̂ ^ak - -*Ki ' *-̂ M

'~-. -'~rifc_'~ ~ Metric unto-mg/ofMig d •-" 2^3
" ' ~^, ;.-*:-:. »PP- " ""w* ••"r Jr^Jarmealad «Wi water ' - -̂ ^1

\ Enptah una-poundt per - ̂ .' 1
1,000.000 orVpound* el . :̂ 1

- . copper or oopper aUoy " ' 1
\ annealed with waler " -I

-rrn

> For aHamata monloring.

0.545
2J56
0.186
2JOO

0.06
• 24JOO

(g) Subpart A— Anmuumg »» j
PSES. _ -

t - ' .

PoMant or potman properly •
Maxmn
tar any 1

day

r. 02* .*.-!
1.240 --'

"aiei - '-
1.574

.' 0.756-
. .. 0.421 ..V.
- 14360 _ - 7£.

—— : — - '-•?:. • - - - 'n-

' -/ • ̂
Mrtmum* 'l£

tar mortrty --̂ .'
xeiepe -?K

\ , . - Metric unto— mo/oflig ol "?g
\ - oopper or copper altoy -,̂ jr
\ . - amaated «<m c* - r&

• \ - , 1 0OO.OOO ortpounda ol ' ^
'—•• " -^ ~ " •" eapper o> eoppet altoy - ";^•• - . . . v - : _ - . W-UM «•.€!_. — *

?2Z* — ' —————
•rrn •- • •
01 and onw • ————— I ——

. ; o
...... - 0
'^ .. ~. 0
'. ... 0

0
, . . . - «

•;-— -«!-•- -JI— -q'-. =1-~-'~:^r' -3£!__;-;?, ;̂
- ' -T3— J

. ' For afterrxna inonaorinc, - -- -- • - . - - - . -— '3^

[h^FflTfffm-Ar flll-rfitT '̂rTr?Tm.Ii ^
Rinse PSES. . - \ ' - ':;;".,. •:•£

Poflotartt or po*uu«r« property

A- - r

fllLltl if
1 ̂ Ml '

i-rn
Oil arKlgtan'

(i/Subpart A— Alki
Rinse for Forged Part
r -

Maximum
toranyt

day ,

• • -n*-

Ma»mum-- ^ '̂ ,
tor monthly ^

average . • i ;.

'- . - - ;••
Metric unu) ung/olHifl ol

copper or •oppar aloy W
akaini deanad . ~:J-

Engteti unto— pound* per ''
1.000,000-orl pound! ol ' '-
copper or copper aSoy '\
alkaline cleaned v * •• a4-

1.654
6X06
0.632
6X90
6.152
2.739

-

O.T5B .

0-47 ' 5"
6J»t -;;

- 50568 B - :

\ '.T
, " . i "V
dine Ueaning ; ~
»PSES. ... ... .. -"';

.̂ 1
."̂ i- 1
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Mramm
Jar any t

• • -

Umamm
«armoMhrf

Mekte urab>-
eoopv or cappw Mar
targlid poti ttalnt

,̂ 0*e_tBOl afir po_ ut_nt pcopcity ,
Maximum.
Joreny*,

' day

Maximum
•tar mdfiVwy

average

unto • mo/orMig o«
eopp«r or eoppir ttoy
tary6d pvts pcUvd

EngWi uno—pound* per
1JOO.OOO on—pound*
of copper or capper

•He-
Tine

XXandBraaee'

139S
24J72

2275
12442

~ 1.643

T.7J1

252440 ~ 151704

tfl Subpart A— Alkaline Cleaning Bani
PSES.

pvr
1 .000̂ 00 otHxxmd* o»
*opp*f or oocp r̂ aftoy
lorgvd pvrtft pickltd

Coppw ——————————— __
1 »nrt ' " '
» ha_l - '

Ttrc . „ '.: .-....,.- —r:-:
-rm - , . , . . -. -j

"1.723
• • - • ---7.M4'

•'- -0^87
- TS22

• — — 5.720

7SJWO

. .„ 0-D5
3316

•' 0309
4S7S

<-- ''• 2389

Aoh*_-i or cx-U-M property

i__
MaM ___________ ! ———

rm

Maximum
tor any 1

day

0.067
1.119
0451
0376

11.680

Maximum
tor monthly

average

OJ07S
0.740
0355
0.198
6.996

•ForaMa ntorine.

(m) Subpart A—Pickling Bath PSES.

Pottubjm w polutant propdty
V

lor ioyt
Moirnuoi

Mwmumtor
"

Mamumlor

an**—mo/ort-kg of
Moyrt-

- 1400400 or)—pound* of
copper or oopper aeoy eW
kaine deened-x

Mrtx

{p) Subpart A— Surface Coating PSES.

-MaauiX orpoa-anl proper» - tar _nyl
Magnum

tot monfthiy
average

«ea*c
capper or copper aftoy
aurface coaled

EnpjMt w«>—pound* per
1,000.060 ofl-pound* of
copper or copper aloy
am lave coaled

\ EngWi unit*—pound* par
-- ,.• .*, f 1400400 on-pound* of
. - , \ copper or copper anoy

•Car 0061
QJ20
OJM*,

0420-
0.116
04is
0.147

nu ^ Ĵ1L ? -

rv-r—

Mckal ______________

-rm • '•'•
Ol eraf oraat*'1

"

OJ26
1.411

— -0.111

1J064
a4S2

14.860

^ 0.133
0.743

- OJ096
0443
OXS3
O.S2
8.916

4q)SubpartA-^Miscellaneou8 Waste

(k) Subpart A— PickSng Rinse £SES-

Ma-mum

•We »-» -ry/ofl-fcg of
cooper «r oopper «0oy

Ditfl* unto pourd» pw
-1^00XX» at poundi of
eoopw or copper cloy
pickM .

X. OJ74
2.4*1

•iSOT-
1406

\
uritl *nigJorV>g tK

copper or copper.aloy

Engterrenitt—pouno* per
-r Î OBOOO •efWeaunda of

copper.or copper ekoy

OJ3S
1J08

•07M
•O.444
1S.W2

~"*Fcra)K

(1) Supart A — Pickling Rinse for
Forged Parts PSES. ;_ .

"r̂ m-wr-. ~" ' ~ • """
-O?or-r ' ' ' '
1-rl
NicM ————————————————
Trr. , __ _.
rm .

V ' 0.275
0.169
0493
1JO1
0413
a 406

. 12520

O.112
0.628
0.061
a795
CX361
CL212

per
VOOOOOO oft pound* of
cupper or copper aftoy

T3lron-jm-

^3nc_
rrro_
Oaod

(o) Subpart A^
Buraisnmg PSES. . \

or

foManl or poUanl pnparty lor any \
day

0409
0441
•ttOM
0441
0431
0414
a 436

0403
0421
-0.002
0.027
0.013
0.007
1X281

Metric
copper or oopper attoy
WnMed ortounaried

Enatsri unra>— pound* per
1,000.000 on-pounda of
copper or copper aloy
lumoted or burwltad

CWomKa ——
Coooer. ., ... _t 02S«|

1.107 I
0.104
OS83

'Tor enema* montalng, ' -•*- ---• . ...

5 468.15 T>r«tT«atmerrt stamzvds tor new
source* (PSNS). " •'"™"*"""
"Except as provided in 40 CFR Part

403Jr, any new source subject to this
subpart which introduces pollutants into
a publicly owned treatment works must
comply with 40 CFR Part 403 and
achieve the following pretreatment
sources for new sources:

(a) Subpart A—Hot Rolling Spent
Lubricant PSNS.
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Poknant or potutant property
Mcnmm

tor anyone
Maxbnumtor •

• Metric ur*» mg/ort-kg of '
copper or copper aaoy

' hotroted -
X Engaeh unto—pound, par

1.000,000 otl-pounda of
• copper or coupe) aaoy

Urt.1

T~-

rrn , _...,

0.038
0.131
0.010
0.056
0.105
0.035
1.030

0.015
0.062
0.0092
0.036
0.043
0.035 •
1.030

>V

(b) Subpart A— Cold Rolling Spent
Lubricant PSNS.

Poautartt or penitent property

\—*

O» and griMrae ' , . . .

> For aftemai* mcntoring.

Maximum
tor any one

dey

Maxmum .
for fnortwy

average

copper or copper aaoy
ootd rotoo

Engteh unto— pounce par
. \JOOOJOOO ofl-pounda ol

copper of copper eftoy
cok)re**d

0.140
0.485
0.037
0208

- OJ66
0.128
3.790

0.056
0231
0.034
0.140

-, o.is» •
0.128
3.790

(c) Subpart A — Drawing Spent
Lubricant PSNS.

PoUutanl or poautant property

Copper ————————————
1 ••**

TTd

OUanrtgreeM1

Maximum tor
anylday

Maamumtor
nimiUity

Metric unto— mg/otl-kfl of
cooper or •copper aftoy

tnojfcsn urtft> pcunoi per
1. OOO.OOO on-poundi of

• copper or copper aUoy

0.031
0.108
0.0085
0.048
0.086
0.026
0.850

0.012
0.051
0.0076
0.031
0.035
0.026
0.850

1 For̂ tlemeM monhomg.

M) Subpart A— Solution Heat
Treatment PSNS.

• foMant or potutant property
Maximum

"tor any 1
Uajomum :

tormonoily

1 jTT;.;J!;k!̂ ,̂T'! .Metric unto— mg/olWin. of

... .?" ' ^~-~-^-~'-' haatveated

" . ' " ' -\ 1.000.000 off-pound* of
' •-• copper or copper aloy

haallieated

KLr+W
Tint-
TTn :

0.239
' 0.626

0.064
' OJ55

0.6C8

...... 6.460

0.096
0.394
0.058
023*
0^71

6.460

• ' For alternate monitoring.

(e) Subpart A — Extrusion Heat -
Treatment PSNS. ...«..-.

: -. v-—-— •' • - •

IT'IK;--
'"Hi
NM.̂

TTT,
^a —.̂ 4 ______ . ̂

•

Maximum tor
anylday

Miaomumtor
mortWy
average

l.liaic unte— mo/oft-kg of

neat treated on an *xm> .
'• aanpraea
EngSeh unto—pounds per
. ^ffXJJOO on-pouno* -of :

copper or copper atoy.
heat veeted on an ertu-

- O.OOBO
"""-OJ0020

£.0010
osxao

_.•' 0.00066

- o.ooio
0.00018

• . 0.00074
- 0.00064

0.00068
0.020-

>Foranamak>montoring. :--• ;•• .---.•.

J (f) Subpart A — ̂Annealing with Water
PSNS. -̂

l * *

PoAutant or poAulknt property

Copper _____________
'•r-1
M^̂ )

Tmf

rrn

Maximum
tor any 1

Maxknum
tormontnly

a»eraga

Metric unto— mg/ot»*g of
ocyjijai or copper alloy
annealed witn water

cfiQwn urirls po îdi per
1.000.000 ofl-pound* of
copper or copper eJloy
amealed wim water

0.458

. - -0.124

. - 0.682
1^64

12.400

0.186
0.756
0.111
0.456
0.520

• 0.421
1Z400

1 For alternate monitoring.

(g) Subpart A— Annealing With Oil.
PSNS.

^oeutaitt or poHulant property

". "1'r'̂ " I" V'̂ '

1 taft

Trn •

.

Maximum
toranyl
. day :..

Maxknn • :
tormontnly --

cooper or uuppej aaoy •_
annealed with OH

Enotah unto— pound* peF
1JOO.OOO orl-pounda of
copper or copper aNoy
ameelad with ol

0
0

~- " 0
0

0
0

- 0
' " 0

• - - o

(h) Subpart A — Alkaline Cleaning
RinsePSNS. "-, — : • - - " • . . ' : '

Pooiiturt or pottuteyit property
MaCOtTwn"
toranyl

day

Maximum
tor montray

avaraga

1 «irt
hftr^tl

rm

copper .or copper aHoy
ajkatna cteened .-

Enoteh unto— pouno* par
1JOOO.OOO ort-pounot of

' copper or copper aloy
akaline cteaned - •

1569
5J383

"0.421
' — 2317

4298
1̂ 32

" 42.140

' For attemete n«x«lohng. "

(i) Subpart A— Alka
Rinse for Forged Parti

PoUutant or poiluont property .

1 nrl

Zinc
Trr>

0.632
... -2570
- : OJ79

" 155*

" ' 1.432
~-~ 42.140

-

line Cleaning '
PSNS.-.J::: .

Maximum
toranyl -

day

Maxnwn
tormomtxy

avengt

Metric unto— mg/oft-ko of
copper or copper aUciy
torged pamt akakna
cleaned - _ -

Engfcsti unto— poundi par
. 1.000.000 off-poundi rt
copper or copper aftoy
toned para akatew
cleaned

4.67T-
16.181
1 9AJ

42.894

126.420

1596
7.711

' . 1.137
4.677

- 8.309
4298

126.420

(j) Subpart A — Alkaline Cleaning Bath
PSNS.
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PoMant or poautant property

— -

\lni\"
tMr+ml

TTTI

Uexcnum tar
anylday

Maidrnumtar

MeMc unto— <ng/ott-kg of
QDQpiw of coppvf •ooy iaW
kaene deened

1.0OO.OOO on-pounda of
capper or copper aloy eW

0.017
o.osa
0.0046
0.025

.. 0.047
\ oois

. 0.0070
0.026

. 0.0042
0.017
0.016
0.01 S

1 For anemaie monHonjig. / v

(k) Subpart A— Pickling Rinse PSNS.

Potman or poautant property

;'--•-

_ '

Qpffmr

Lead ——————————————

- Tin

Maximum
tor any 1

Maiamum

Metric unto— fng/otU<v of
copper or copper a*oy
picMed

Engter, unto— pounda per
1.000,000 on-pounOa of
copper or ooppvt* vtoy
P-eWed

Oi16

' aos6
. 0321

OJ06
0.1B6
S-8SO

aos7
0356
0.052
Oi16
OL245

SJKO

^~ * For anamaia murxmiu, - ' J

••• -C (1) Subpart A— Pickling Rinse for - /
- . - ' • " .Forged Parts PSNS. , ":"_> ;X

• . • . " • " . ' ' • ' • vA-v"
Pooutanlor pceutant property

Maximum
tor any 1 i

Maximum

average
*

, - . Metne- unto— mo/ofl-fco. of

tear)
Mckei_^ ______ -
rmn ,

' -rm
01 and greaae '

capper or copper e»oy
.toroedpartapictted .

ĉnQMh uratB^̂ oiendt p*v
, 1.0OO.OOO oK-pound« of

' copper or oopper aAoy
- torged perta pickied

0.648
U46
0.175

1.790
0£B6

' 17̂ 50

0-263
1.070
0.1S7
0*10
0.737
OSO6

17350

' For attemale montoring.

-(m) Subpart A— Pickling Bath PSNS.

POehltaTeflt Of pOtUteWt pTOfMfty

Copper __________ _-

Nickel _____________

TTT.
(-«-^n™r.1

Maximum
tor any 1

Maximum
tor montnry

average

Metric urita— mo/otf-kg of
oopper or copper anoy
pickled

Engfcah unrB— pounds per
1.000^XX> oft̂ ounda of
copper or copper aHoy

0.042
0.146
0.011
0.063
0.116
0.039
1.160

0.017
0.070
0.010
0.042
0.048

1.160

•For anemeie morMoring.

(n) Subpart A — Pickling Fume
Scrubber PSNS.
-\ " ' " '

PcW —————— -„*,-

- - - - - \
._-'.;- ;..-. \v

/ :-._ N

..l-d —————— ...... „_..

7*f •• • ' -
Tm

-

Maximum
tor any 1

Maximum
tormoMNy

average

Metic uritt— mg/oK-kg of
copper or copper attoy
fxcktad •

Engfiah unto joundt par
1.000,000 oo-cound* of

\copper or copper aHoy
picklad

OA62
oat*
O.S38
0212

• 6260

1'. 'RvallameMmonaonng, , - , -

:J (o) Subpart A1— Tun
Burnishing PSPS.

iblingor

* "' '• . •-"'•' ^- -

. Poeutenl or pollutant property

-. :.. N

Corptr
Î H

Maximum
tor any 1-

day ——

'. 0.361
0.056

. 0^31
0262

6J«0

;\\

- . .'. H

Maximum
tor mon&ity

average

Metfc unto-mg/off̂ tg of
copper or copper aHoy
kjmtxed or bumiahed

EncjBah unto pounda per
\JXtoSKO cfl-pounda ot
OOppV Of OOppMT Attc^f
tumbled or Dumiahed

0X215
0.746
aos6

0.087"
OJ5S
0.052

Poeutant or poautant property

U t̂.4

7V>r . . . .

Maximum
tor any 1

day

' 0.32D
O.S94
0.196
iJKM

Maximuni
tor mcnWy

neiaga .

OilS
OJ44
0.196 .

'For ariemete mur«luhng. ^

(p) Subpart A— Surface Coating PSNS.

PoOuttnt or poautant properly

Copper ——————————— : ——
1 aerl
kC^W

T^c
T-m

Maxbnum
toranyl

day

Maximum
tor mommy

Metric uran— mg/o«M<g of
copper or oopper aftoy
•urtace coated

Engaah urea pounda par
\jaaoaao oti-poundt of
copper or copper alloy
eurtece mnefl

OJ74
OJ61
CUJ74

-0.757
./ 0252

7^430

0.111
0.443

. OH66
Ol274

" 0512
O2S2
7X30

'For anerretta monitohng.

(q) Subpart A — Miscellaneous Waste
Streams PSNS.

Poeutant or pceutanl property

-

; , ' - ..

^fTTT'
* _^

Zinc ,.
TTO . , , . .....

S 468.16 ' Effluent Hmit
the degree of effluent
by the application of tt
pollution control techn
[Reserved]
[FR Doc. O-aou FlUd a-12-«3
MLLJMOCOOE 6S60-60MH

Maximum tar
anylday

Maximum tor

average

Metric unto— mg/ofMig of
copper or copper a»oy
termed —

Engeeh unto pounda per
IJXCflOO on-caund> of
copper or copper aHoy

' 0.006
0.027
0.0021
0-011
0.022
0.007
O216

ojxa
0013
aooi»
0.006
aoo»
0.007
O216

ationa representing
reduction attainable
» best conventional
o4ogy(BCTV

dc4S«mJ

t*:-\°'-Jr~
<- +'.—'••
•p : ^-^* ^

z&^:-r"'xX5-'."

&^••>• ---— '•
5&*4i.^L'KL'-^-:-^-


